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choice of statistical techniques used to examine complex 
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the products of the examinations. In fact, the Texas report card, 
like those of some other states, does not include information on some 
of the most important factors influencing student performance. Eleven 
appendixes examine various statistical associations among dependent 
and independent variables. (Contains 10 tables, 30 appendix tables, 1 
figure, and 18 references.) (SLD) 
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TEXAS' HIGH SCHOOL REPORT CARDS ON SCHOOLS: WHAT PARENTS, EDUCATORS, OR 

POLICYMAKERS CAN GLEAN FROM THEM 

I. BACKGROUND 

This paper extends some series of studies examining school district report cards. The 
investigations of 1988-89 Tennessee report card data explored the relationships among eight school 
district variables and the relationship between each variable and average student test scores at the 
school district level. In 1990-91 . Tennessee began use of its new Tennessee Comprehensive 
Assessment Program (TCAP), thereby creating a new set of student outcome measures. The authors 
examined the relationships among 15 school district variables and the relationship betA/een each variable 
and average student test scores at the school district. In addition, the 1990-91 and subsequent report 
cards report TCAP results at several grade levels within school districts (2-8, 10) making possible the 
study of relationships among school district characteristics and student outcomes at both school levels 
{elementary, middle, secondary) and at individual grade levels (2nd, 3rd, 4th, etc.). This data analysis 
made possible extensions of the 1988-89 report card studies and made possible a comparison of certain 
findings in the two sets of studies. 

The 1992-93 Arkansas school district report cards are similar to Tennessee's school report cards 
for they both used and reported a norm-referenced national achievement test, and a criterion-referenced 
state-designed achievement test. The authors evaluated the Arkansas’s 1992-93 school district data by 
examining the relationships among 17 demographic items with six outcome indicators (SAT8 25th 
Percentile, SAT8 50th Percentile, SAT8 75th Percentile, Average ACT, MPT 8th Grade Pass, MPT 
Student Pass Rate). 

From 1993-95 . the authors (French and Bobbett, 1993, 1994, and 1995) have been involved in 
several parallel studies investigating the categories and outcome indicators reported in different regions 
in The United States: in 11 Southeastern (1993), 10 Northeastern (1994), and 8 Western (1995-96) 
states. These studies compared general areas including: (1) instruments used to measure student 
outcome, (2) student outcomes reported and the procedures for reporting them, (3) levels of outcome 
data reported, i.e., district, school, grade level, classroom, (4) school and community factors reported, 
and (5) statistical procedures used in evaluating the data. 

II. SNAPSHOT '94 

Beginning in 1988, Texas’ State Board of Education produces a report card on each school 
district using data provided by the district and by the State Department of Education. The cards report 
district-level data, i.e., individual school data are not reported. Currently, a report card contains student 
outcome data (testing information) and other district data. The Texas State Department of Education 
provided a sample school district report card (a sample of 28 districts) including: Students (Table 1 , p 3), 
TAAS and College Admissions Tests (Table 2, p4). Staff (Table 3, p5). Teachers (Table 4, p 6), Taxes 
and Revenues, and Fund Balances (Table 5, p 7), and Expenditures and Instructional Expenditures 
(Table 6, p 8). The authors organized Texas’ report card items under two sections: (1) Student Outcome 
Indicators, and (2) Demographic Categories. The study used all outcome items with an "n" larger than 
1046 and as the dependent variables. All items not directly related to student outcome were selected as 
the study’s independent variables. 
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Texas' former Commissioner of Education, Dr. Lionel R. Meno, overviewed the Snapshot 94 s 
purpose by stating; 

Snapshot '94. the seventh edition of this publication, provides information CQncernirig 
students, student performance, staffing, and financing of Texas pu blic SChPPiS- This annual 
summary is a useful tool for all individuals interested in evaluating the progress of Texas 
school districts toward providing an excellent and equitable education for all students. 

During the 1993-94 school year, Texas public school students showed performance gains 
on both the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills and college admission tests. However, 
much work remains to be done to close the gap in performance for economically 
disadvantaged and ethnic minority students. Closing this gap continues to be a primary focus 

for Texas educators. ^ • 

Over the last three years there has been increased flexibility for public schools to design 
programs to meet student needs. Along with this increase in local control comos the 
msponsihilitv to implement loc a l accountability systems to cornalement the state SYS l ^ - 
Each of us must take an active part in these endeavors. 1 ericourage you to become familiar 
with the information contained in Snapshot ‘94. This material is essential to understQrid . inq 
thft environment in which Texas educators p erform, the progress thev have made, and the 
work that remains to be done . (emphasis added) (Snapshot *94, 1994, p i) 

The introduction section of Snapshot '94 states; 

1993-94 School District Profiles provide a detailed look at Public ed ucation in .the 
State of Texas for the 1993-94 school year . As diverse as the state itself, school districts in 
Texas exhibit extreme differences in almost every way: size, property wealth, percent of low- 
income students, and the ethnic composition of students and staff. Snapshot '94 captures 
this diversity and provides readers with the basic informati o n needed to assess the 
HiHarpnnes. and the strengths and weaknesses, among the various school SVSte.ms.- 

Published annually since 1987-88, Snapshot '9i presents a variety of information in a 
consistent format. Changes in this edition are minor. Some changes are due to 
modifications in the student assessment program or to revisions in the data collection system. 

Others occurred in order to present items in a format consistent with their use in the 1994 
accountability rating systems for Texas public schools and school districts. An evaluation 
form , located inside the front cover, provides an opportunity for readers to influence future 
editions, (emphasis added) (Snapshot '94, 1994, p 1) 

111. TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICT REPORT CARDS 

Texas' State Board of Education produces a report card on each school district using data 
provided by the district and by the State Department of Education. The Snapshot '94 organized the 87 
items into nine areas including; (A) Students, (B) Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), (C) 
College Admissions Tests, (D) Staff, (E) Teachers, (F) Taxes and Revenues, (G) Fund Balances, (H) 
Expenditures, and (1) Instructional Expenditures (see Figure 1). This study used 10 of the 13 categories 
in the "TAAS" and "College Admissions Tests" areas as the dependent variables representing student 
outcome. Note that % of Other Passing, % Tested, and % At or Above Criterion were not included as 
dependent variables. Seventy-three categories in the seven other areas were used as the study's 
independent variables representing derrwgraphic items. The data items are numbered to correspond 
with numbers used in the column headings. To ascertain data sources for these items, refer to Appendix 
A, which cross-references sources with the categories previously defined. The nine areas and 
corresponding categories are included in Figure 1 . 
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A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot '94 : Studen l Area 
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DETAIL 

County Number, 
District Name, 


102 HARRISON 
Elysian Fields 
Hallsville 
Harleton 
Karnack 
Marshall 
Waskoin 


103 HARTLEY 
Channing 
Hartley 


104 HASKELL 
Haskell Cons 
Paint Creek 
Rochester 
Rule 


105 HAYS 

Dripp.ng Spring 
Hays Cons 
San Marcos Co 
VViinberley 


106 HEMPHILL 
Canadian 


107 HENDERSON 
Athens 
Brownsboro 
Cross Roads 
Eustace 
La Poynor 
Malakolf 
Murchison 
Trinidad 


108 HIDALGO 
Donna 

Edcouch Elsa 
Edinburg Cons 
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Table 2. 



A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot '94 : Jest Score s Area 
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Table 3. 



A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot V4 : StaH Area 
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Table 4. A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot ’94 : Teacher Area 
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Detailed Statistics: District Detail Pago 157 




Table 5. A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot '94 : Taxes and Revenu es Area 
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A sample school district report card illustrated in Snapshot '94 : Expenditures Areas 
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Detailed Statistics: District Detail 



Students 

1 . Accreditation Status 

2. Total Number of Schools 

3. Number of Regular High Schools 

4. Total Students 

5. 5 Yr % change in total students 

6. % African American 

7. % Hispanic 

8. % White 

9. % Other 

10. % Economically Disadvantaged 

11. % Special Education 

12. % Bilingual/ESL Education 

13. % Career & Technology Ed. 

14. % Gifted & Talented Ed. 

15. Attendance Rate 

16. Annual Dropout Rate 

17. Number of Graduates 

B. Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 
(TAAS) 

18. % Passing All Tests 

19. % Passing Reading 

20. % Passing Writing 

21 . % Passing Mathematics 

22. % African Americans Students Passing 

23. % Hispanic Students Passing 

24. % White Students Passing 

25. % Other Students Passing 

26. % Economically Disadvantaged Students 

27. Percent Tested 

28. % at or above Criterion 

College Admissions Tests 

29. SAT: Mean Total Score 

30. ACT; Mean Composite Score 

D, Staff 

31 . Total Staff FTE 

32. Total Teacher FTE 

33. % Central Administrative 

34. % Campus Administrative 

35. % Professional Support Staff 

36. % Teachers 

37. % Educational Aides 

38. % Auxiliary Staff 

39. Average Central Administrative Salary 

40. Average Professional Support Staff Salary 

41 . Average Professional Support Staff Salary 

42. Average Teacher Salary 

43. % Minority 

44. Ratio of Students to Total Staff 



45. Ratio of Students to Teachers 
E. Teachers 

46. % Teachers with 1 or More Permits 

47. % with 5 or Fewer Years Experience 

48. Average Years of Experience 

49. % With Advance Degrees 

50. Teacher Turnover Rate 

51 . % African American 

52. % Hispanic 

53. % White 

54. % Other 

55. % Regular Education 

56. % Special Education 

57. % Compensatory Education 

58. % Bilingual/ESL Education 

59. % Career & Technology Ed. 

60. % Other Education. (Includes G&T) 

Ei. Taxes and Revenues 

61. Taxable Value Per Pupil 

62. Equalized Total Tax Rate 

63. State Per Pupil 

64. Total Revenue 

65. Total Revenue per Pupil 

66. % State 

67. % Local and Other 

68. % Federal 

Fund Balances 

69. Fund Balance 

70. % Fund Balance (or 93-94 budget) 

hL Expenditures 

71 . Total Expenditures 

72. % Instructional 

73. % Central Administrative 

74. % Campus Administrative 

75. % Plant Services 

76. % Other Operating 

77. % Non-operating 

78. Total Operating Expenditures 

79. Total Operating Exp. per Pupil 

L Instructional Expenditures 

80. Total Instructional Expenditures 

81 . Total Instructional Expend, per pupil 

82. % Regular Education 

83. % Special Education 

84. % Compensatory Education 

85. % Bilingual/ESL Education 

86. % Career & Technology Ed. 



for 



O 

ERIC 



Figure 1. 



Texas' Snapshot' 94 nine areas and corresponding categories (see Appendix A 
complete definitions) 




IV. METHODOLOGY 

Investigators used the 1993-94 Texas school district report card data for the study. The study's 
10 student outcomes were used in these analyses (see Figure 1, Subpart B). The following research 
questions guided the study: 

1 . How do school district characteristics currently reported in the Texas report cards relate to 
reported student outcomes, using univariate ( Pearson Product Moment correlation) analys is? 

2. What categories, using univariate analysis, strongly associate with student outcomes as a whole 
(as opposed to the 10 different outcome indicators individually)? 

3. Do the report card characteristics appear to represent all or most of the factors which relate to 
student outcomes? 

4. How do school district characteristics currently reported in the Texas report cards relate to the 
reported student outcomes, using multivariate analysis? 

5. How statistically complex are the categories thai were identified as having a very strong 
relationship to student outcomes? 

6. How does the district's accreditation hiatus relate to student outcomes? 

7. After eliminating the overlap between the 73 independent variables and the 1 0 dependent 
variables, what approximate weights can be assigned to the variables with the greatest and 
smallest association with student outcomes? 

Investigators treated student outcome data (test data) as the dependent variable and other data 
as independent variables that influence student outcomes. A composite of all school districts in Texas 
(n=1046) was produced. Several analyses were conducted. The study used the .05 level of significance 
in all statistical testings. 

To answer question #1 , the researchers used the Pearson Product Moment correlation "trend- 
line" analysis to assess the relationships between each of the 73 reported characteristics and each of the 
10 school district's student outcomes. A coefficient of determination (r^) showed the levels of interaction 
between categories and each of the 10 outcome dependent variables. The following relationships were 
examined; general, positive, negative, neutral, and extreme. 

Research question #2 required no further statistical analysis. The correlation "r" among the 10 
outcome variables was averaged and the items with the largest interactions (r>.200) were identified. 

To respond to question #3, exploratory multiple regression was used to examine the cumulative 
variance among the independent variables for each of the 10 outcome variables. 

Research question #4 required no further statistical analysis. Using multivariate analysis, the 
collective relationships among the 73 categories were compared to each of the 10 outcome indicators. 
Relationships were organized into three categories: (1) strong = 5 to 9 significant associations between 
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the 10 outcome indicators and each of the seven report card areas; (2) moderate = 3 to 4 significant 
relationships: and (3) dq relationship = 0 to 2 significant relationships. Next, specific categories with the 
strongest association to the 10 outcome indicators were identified. 

For research question #5, the earlier Pearson Product Moment analysis was used to compare 
the positive and negative associations between the four categories with the most consistent association 
with student outcomes (i.e., >7 out of 10 significant relationships) and the other 72 categories. 

To answer question #6, z-scores were developed for the 10 outcome indicators. Z-score 
analysis was developed for each of Texas' four accreditations and then examined. Next, the Snapshot 
'94 relating to outcome (Table 2, p 4) was compared to the study's z-score analysis for the same district. 

Research question #7 was answered by computing correlations among independent variables. 

A coefficient of determination (r^) showed the levels of interaction between independent variables. 

V. FINDINGS 

Findings of the study are reported in two areas; (A) descriptive analysis of school districts and 
(B) responses to the research questions. 

A. Descriptive Analysis of School Districts 

1. The 1 993-94 Profile of Texas (TX) 1046 School Districts 

A profile of Texas (TX) school districts (n=1046) by Report Card category was developed (see 
Appendix B). For each category, the number of schools submitting data, mean score (M), standard deviation 
(SD), and minimum, maximum, arxl range were compiled. 

a. Outcome Data (TAAS and College Admissions Test Areas) 

Of the 1046 TX districts, 1044 districts provided All Tests, Reading, and Mathematics data, and 
1033 provided Writing data (see Appendix B). When TAAS was examined by race, 593 districts provided 
African American outcome data, 886 districts provided Hispanic data, 1030 provided White data, and 270 
districts provided Other outcome data. About 1034 districts provided Economically Disadvantaged 
outcome data, 684 districts provided SAT data, and 834 provided ACT mean data. The TAAS district 
Total Test mean (M=58) was lower than the TAAS subskills scores of Reading, Writing, and 
Mathematics (M=79, 82, 63, respectively). These four outcome item's wide ranges (77, 80, 61 , and 77, 
respectively) along with their small deviations (12, 10, 10, arxl 12, respectively) reflect more than 3 
standard deviations between the top and bottom districts' TAAS scores. When the TAAS item mean 
scores were examined by race, African American (M=34) and Hispanic (M=45) means were lower than 
White (M=66) and Other (M=69) means. The ranges (Range=100, 100, 80, and 83, respectively) and 
respective standard deviation analysis (SD=14. 14, 11, and 17, respectively) reflected more than 3 
standard deviations between the district's top and bottom scores. 

Texas' mean district SAT score was 867: the lowest district averaged about 601 and the top 
district averaged about 1131. The range of 530 between the top and bottom districts suggested 3-plus 
standard deviations (SD=721 between the top and bottom district. Texas' district ACT mean score was 
19.8. The range between the top (M=25) and bottom (M=14) district's ACT mean scores and respective 
standard deviation analysis (£D=1.6) reflected 3-plus standard deviations between the top and bottom 
district’s mean ACT score. 
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b. Demographic Data (Independent variables) 

The 73 demographic items are organized into seven areas which include: 

1. Students All 1046 districts provided total number of schools; number of high schools; number of 
students; 5 year percent change in students: percent African American students; percent Hispanic 
students; percent White students; percent Other students; percent economically disadvantaged students; 
percent special education students; percent bilingual students; percent career/technology education 
students; percent gifted and talented students; and percent attendance — 14 of 16 items (Appendix B). 
About 1022 districts provided percent dropout and 966 provided number of graduates (see items 2-17). 

The average Texas district has 6 schools, 1 high school, 3,443 students, and an 8% change in students 
every 5 years. Ethnically, the average district consists of 8% African American, 25% Hispanic, 66% White, 
and 1% other. Typically, 45% of the students are classified as economically disadvantaged, 13% are 
special education, and 5% are classified as bilingual. About 1 7% participate in career and technology 
education, and 8% participate in gifted and talented education. The average district has a 96% 
attendance rate, 2% dropout rate, and 166 graduates. The ranges and standard deviations for the items 
in the Students areas reflected more than 3 standard deviations between the top and bottom districts. At 
the bottom level of the range, one or more districts reflected only one school; no high school; as few as 
three students: and reflected no African American, Hispanic, White, or other students. In addition, one or 
more districts reported no economically disadvantaged, special education, bilingual, career and 
technology education, gifted and talented education students, a low of 88% attendance, zero percent 
dropout, and no graduates. At the high end of the spectrum, one district had 256 schools, 32 high 
schools, 200,445 students, and a 138% 5 year change in students. One or more districts reflected a high 
of 87% African American, 1 00% Hispanic, 100% White, and 21% other. One or more districts students 
are 100% economically disadvantaged, 46% receive special education, 80% are bilingual, 75% participate 
in career and technology education, and 28% receive gifted and talented education. One district reflected 
a 99.7% attendance, a 1 0% dropout, and graduated 6,773 students. 

II. Staff All 1046 districts reported total FTE; total teacher FTE; and percent central 
administration, campus administration, professional staff, teachers, education aides, auxiliary staff, and 
minority data. About 1044 districts provided mean central administrative salary and mean campus 
administrative salary; 1045 districts provided mean teacher salary; and 1027 provided mean professional 
support staff salary. The typical Texas district averaged a total of 415 FTEs and 217 total teacher FTE. 
The typical district's staff consisted of 2% central administration, 3% campus administration, 4% 
professional staff, 54% teachers, 10% educational aides, and 27% auxiliary staff. The average district 
reflected about 18% minority, had a student-staff ratio of 7.3, and a student-teacher ratio of 13.5. 

Minimum, maximum, and ranges for staff items were examined. From the minimum perspective, 
one or more districts reflected 1 total FTE, 1 total teacher FTE, and "zero" percent central administration, 
campus administration, professional staff, educational aides, auxiliary staff, or minority staff. One or 
more districts reflected no expenditure on central administrative salary, campus salary, and professional 
staff salary supplement, and paid an average per teacher salary of $17,822. One or more districts 
reflected a "zero" percent minority, had as small as a 1 .9 student-staff ratio, and 3,5 student-teacher 
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ratio. At the other end of the continuum (maximum perspective), one district had 21 ,271 totai FTE and 
11 ,422 total teacher FTE. One or more districts reflected as much as 13% central administration, 7% 
campus administration, 21% pr')fessional staff, 87% teachers, 39% educational aides, 50% auxiliary 
staff, and 98% minority. In one 'r nrore districts, the top average salary for central administration was 
$88,959, $62,441 for campus aC '’h'stration, $49,770 for average professional support staff, and 
$40,000 for teachers. One district reported a student-staff ratio of 25.5, and a student-teacher ratio of 
44.9. When the standard deviations and ranges were examined, the analysis showed 3-plus standard 
deviations between the top and bottom districts for all staff items. 

ill. Teachers Every Texas district reported all items grouped in the Teachers area. The average 
district had 4.3% teachers with 1 or more permits, 33% with 5 or more years experience, an average of 
1 1 years of teaching experience, 24% earned advanced degrees, and 15% teacher turnover rate. The 
average district had 2.8% African American teachers, 7.4% Flispanic, 89.5% white, and 0.3 "Other" 
teachers. In the typical district, 77% were classified as regular education, 7.9% special education, 5.7% 
compensatory education, 2.2% bilingual education, 4.8% career and technology education, and 2.5% 
other education (includes gifted and talented). 

When minimums were examined, one or more districts had no teachers with one or more 
permits, no teachers with 5 or more years experience, or advanced degrees, and no teacher turnover 
rate. One or more districts reported "zero" African American, Flispanic, and other teachers, while another 
district reported a low of 3% white teachers. Regarding teacher classification, one district had as few as 
39% regular teachers, and "zero" special education, compensatory education, bilingual/ESL education, 
career and technology education and other education. The district highs for teacher data suggested that 
one or more districts reported 49% teachers with one or rrtore permits, 100% with 5 years experience, 
17.6 average years of experience, and 100% with advanced degrees and teacher turnover rate. One or 
more districts reported 89% African American, 97% Flispanic, 100% White, and 20% "other" teachers. 
The district's teacher classifications suggested that one or more districts reported 100% regular 
education teachers, 54% special education, 38% compensatory education, 44% bilingual education, 23% 
career and technology education, and 19% "other" education. The standard deviations and ranges 
showed 3-plus standard deviations between the top and bottom districts for all teacher items. 

iv. Taxes and Revenues In the Taxes and Revenues area, 1 046 districts reported tax/pupil, 
equalized total tax rate, and state aid per pupil; 1044 districts reported total revenue and total 
revenue/pupil; and 1043 districts reported % state, % local and other, and % federal data. The average 
district showed a taxable value per pupil of $233,359; reflected a 1 .3 equalized tax rate; and averaged 
$2,580 state aid per pupil, $16,570,000 total revenue, and $5,667 total revenue per pupil. The average 
district was funded 48.3% from the state, 44.8% from local and other, and 6.9% from federal funding. 

One or more districts reported "zero" tax per pupil, equalized total tax rate, and averaged $87 
state aid per pupil, $92,347 total revenue, and $1 ,402 total revenue per pupil. One or more districts 
reported 1% taxes and revenues from the state, 2% from the local and other, and 0% from the federal 
government. At the other end of the spectrum, one district reported a $5,948,526 tax per pupil, 2.0 
equalized tax rate, $8,186 state aid per pupil, $934,750,258 in total revenue, and $51 ,462 in total 
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revenue per pupil. One or more districts reported 90% state funding, 99% from local and other taxes and 
revenues, and 47% from federal funding. When the standard deviations and ranges were collectively 
examined, the analysis reflected 3-plus standard deviations between the top and bottom districts for all 
taxes and revenues items. 



V. Fund Balances All 1046 districts reported Fund Balances items. The average district reported 
$2,591,882 fund balance and a 30.8% fund balance. One district reported a negative $1,155,214 fund 
balance and a negative 16% fund balance. At the top of the spectrum, another reported a positive 
$95,561 ,324 fund balance and a 1 57% fund balance. The standard deviations and ranges showed 3- 
plus standard deviations between the top and bottom districts for all fund balance items. 

vl. Expenditures (General) Of 1046 districts, 1045 reported all Expenditure items. The average 
Texas district had $16,850,000 total expenditures. The typical district averaged 51 .7% on instruction, 
8.3% on central administration, 4.8% on campus administration, 9.4% on plant services, 15.1% on other 
operating, and 10.7% on non-operating. The average district spent $15,000,000 on total operating 
expenditures, spent $5,059 total operating expenditure par pupil, and averaged $8,791 ,258 on total 
instructional expenditure. 

One or more districts had a $82,710 total expenditure, and spent as little as 25% on instruction, 

3% on central administration, 0% on campus administration, plant services, and non-operating, and 1% on 
other operating. One district reported $992,081 ,337 for total expenditures. One or more districts allocated 
as much as 79% on instruction, 49% on central administration, 14% on campus administration, 19% on 
plant services. 32% on other operating, and 53% on non-operating!? One or more districts reported a high 
of $904,968,476 for total operating expenditure, $27,087 total operating expenditure per pupil, and 
$522,220,951 for total instruction expenditure. The standard deviations and ranges showed 3-plus 
standard deviations between the top and bottom districts for all Expenditures items. 

vii. Instructional Expenditures All 1046 districts reported all Instructional Expenditure items. The 
average district reflected $2,906 total instructional expenditure per pupil, and averaged 70.8% spent on 
regular education, 9.4% on special education, 12.1% on compensatory education, 1 .1% on Bilingual 
education, 5.2% on career and technology education, and 1 .4% on gifted and talented education. One 
or more districts spent as little as $368 fortotal instructional expenditures, as little as 14% on regular 
education, and 0%on special education, compensatory education, bilingual education, career and 
technology education, and gifted and talented education. The maximums of the ranges for instructional 
expenditures were: $14,787 for total instructional expenditure per pupil, 1 00% of instructional 
expenditures on regular education, 37% on special education, 53% on compensatory education, 23% on 
bilingual education, 28% on career and technology education, and 12% on gifted and talented education. 
The standard deviations and ranges showed 3-plus standard deviations between the top and bottom 
districts for all Instructional Expenditures items. 



B. Findings Pertinent to Research Questions 

1. How do schooi district characteristics currently reported in the Texas report cards relate 
to reported student achievement, using univariate (Pearson Product Moment correlation) 
analysis ? 

Student outcomes were a major focus of this study. About 1044 districts reported aii tests, 
reading, and mathematics data; 1034 provided economicaily disadvantaged data; 1033 provided writing 
data; 1030 provided white data; and about 600 to 1000 districts provided African American, Hispanic, 
SAT, and ACT mean data (see Appendix B). 

The Pearson Product Moment (PPM) correiation was used to examine the correiation between 
the 73 categories and each of the 10 outcome indicators. Note that % Other Students Passing, % 
Tested, and % At or Above Criterion were excluded from the academic outcome variabies. The authors 
used three classifications of relationships inciuding; qq (r< ±.062), moderate (r< ±.199 to ±.063), and 
strong (r< ±.200)(see Appendix C). 

a. General Relationships (Table 7) 

i. No Relationship. There \,dre 9 categories with no relationships to ail tests and reading, 1 1 with 
no relationship to writing, and 8 with no reiationship to math. Ethnically, 26 categories had no 
relationship to African American students' TAAS outcome, 20 categories with no reiationship to Hispanic 
students' outcome, 15 with no reiationship to white students' outcome, and 12 with no reiationship to 
economicaily disadvantaged students' TAAS outcome. There were 15 categories with no reiationship to 
SAT score, and 12 with no relationship to ACT scores. About 19% of the 73 categories had no important 
association with student outcome, 40% had a moderate association, 41% had a strong association, and 
81% of the 73 categories had an important (p<.05) relationship with student outcome. 

ii. Moderate and Strong Relationships. When the strong and moderate categories are grouped, 
64% of the categories relatec io African American student outcomes, 73% related to Hispanic outcomes, 
79% related to white outcomes, 84% related to economically disadvantaged and ACT outcomes, and 
85% related to TAAS writing outcomes. About 88% of all tests and reading categories related to student 
outcome and 89% of the categories related to math student outcomes. 

b. Positive Relationships. 

When the 73 categories in the report card were associated with the 10 outcome measures 
reported, 1 1 displayed strong positive relationships to student outcome (r>.200). These included: 
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Table 7. The categories and respective percent v/ith no association, moderate association, strong 

association, and important (p<.05)association v/ith student outcome. 



Outcome JL No Association Moderate SlrODfl Important 

IndicatorsW n % n % n % n % 



1 


TAAS: African Am. 


26 


367o 


36 


497o 


11 


l57o 


47 


647o 


2 


TAAS: Hispanic 


20 


277o 


40 


557o 


13 


187o 


53 


737o 


3 


TAAS; White 


15 


217o 


33 


457o 


25 


347o 


58 


797o 


4 


SAT score 


15 


217o 


30 


4l7o 


28 


387o 


58 


797o 


5 


TAAS: Econ. Disad. 


12 


167o 


37 


517o 


24 


337o 


61 


847o 


6 


ACT score 


12 


167o 


32 


447o 


29 


407o 


61 


847o 


7 


TAAS: Writing 


11 


157o 


21 


297o 


41 


567o 


62 


857o 


8 


TAAS: All Tests 


9 


127o 


14 


197o 


50 


687o 


64 


887o 


9 


TAAS: Reading 


9 


127o 


22 


307o 


42 


587o 


64 


887o 


10 


TAAS; Math 


8 


117o 


28 


387o 


37 


5l7o 


65 


897o 




Average 


13.7 


197o 


29.3 


407o 


30 


41 7o 


59.3 


817o 



Association Legend 

No association: r< ± .062 

Moderate association; r> ±.063 to ± .199 

Strong association: r> ± .200 

Important association: r>± .062 (p<.05). Important-Moderate + Strong 



Area 

• Student 

• Teacher 

• Staff 

• Instructional Expenditure 

• Expenditure 



Categgiy 

5 year change in students (#5) 
% white (#8), 

% other (#9), 

7o gifted and talented (#14) 

% attendance (#15) 

7o white (#53) 

7o regular education (#55) 

7o teachers (#36) 
student staff ratio (#44) 

7o regular education (#82) 

7o non-operating (#77) 
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c. Negative Relationships. 

When the 73 categories in the report card were associated with the 10 outcome measures 
reported, 25 displayed strong negative relationships to student outcome (r< - 200). These included; 



Area 

Teachers 



• Students 



• Taxes and Revenue 



• Staff 



• Expenditure 



Category 

% having 5 or more years experience (#47) 
% career and technology education (#59) 

% compensatory education (#57) 

% teachers with one or more permits (#46) 
% Hispanic (#52) 

% bilingual (#58) 

% African American (#51 ) 

% career technology education (#13) 
total schools (#2) 

% bilingual (#12) 

% dropout (#16) 

% Hispanic (#7) 

% economically disadvantaged (#10) 

fund balances (#69) 

% state (#66) 
state aid per pupil (#63) 

% federal (#68) 

total FTE (#31) 

% auxiliary staff (#38) 

7o minority (#43) 

total operating expenditure per pupil (#79) 
% central administration (#73) 

7o other operating (#78) 



• Instructional Expenditure % bilingual education (#85) 

% compensatory education (#84) 



When the 25 categories with importan* negative associations were examined by race, 18 of the 
26 categories did not have an important (r< -.200) negative relationship to African American outcome, 15 
of the 26 did not have an important negative association with Hispanic outcome, and 9 of the 26 did not 
have an important relationship with white outcomes. 

When the SAT and ACT (national indicators) outcomes were examined, 5 of the 26 did not have 
an important association with SAT score [e.g.. total FTE (#31 )], % career and technology education 
(#13), total schools (#2), % auxiliary staff (#38), and % other operating (#76) orthe ACT score (e g., total 
FTE (#31 )), % with more than 5 years experience (#47), % career and technology education (#13), total 
schools (#2), and fund balances (#69). 



d. Neutral Associations While 38 of the 73 categories had an important positive or negative 
association with outcome, 34-about 507o-of the categories did not (see Appendix C, shaded areas), 
■’’he analysis suggested that 10 Staff , 6 Teachers, F Instructional Expenditures, 4 Tax and Revenues, 4 
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Expenditure, 3 Student, and 2 Fund Balance categories? did not have an important association with 
student outcomes. 

e. Extreme Associations The maximum and minimum "r" relationships among the 73 categories 
and 10 outcome indicators were examined by sorting (i.e., large to small) the range "r" for each 
category. The categories with the largest (r>.300) extremes were examined (Appendix D). Of the 23 
categories identified with an extremely large range, 21 were in the reading associations, 14 in the African 
American relationships, 6 in the white relationships, 3 in the Hispanic, and 1 each in the ACT and the 
writing associations. Extreme "r" associations were not represented in the ail tests, mathematics, 
economically disadvantaged, or SAT relationships. 

f. Summary. Only 36 of the 73 school/school district characteristics placed in the report cards 
have either strong (p<.05) positive or negative relationship to outcomes. Since more than half of the 
categories have weak or no relationships to student performance, one wonders why they are included in 
an already overwhelming plethora of information. 

2. What categories, using univariate analysis, strongly associate with student outcomes as a 
whole (as opposed to the 10 different outcome indicators individually)? 

in Appendix E, average "r" relationships (PPM) among the 10 outcome indicators were 
identified. The categories with the largest average relationships(r> ±.200) were identified. Of the 73 
categories, 29 had a large average association with the 10 outcome indicators. Of these 29 categories, 
the three strongest (r= ±.500) were in the Student area: 

• % economically disadvantaged (#10: r=-.588) - negative 

• % attendance rate (#15: r=.508) - positive 

• % white (#8: r=.500) - positive 

Of these 29 categories, 9 were in the Student area, 8 were in the T ea ch er area, 4 were in the 
Taxps and Revenue area, 3 were in the SM area, 3 were in the Expenditure area, and 2 were in the 
Instmctional Expenditure area. 

As shown in Appendix E, the average "r" consists of individual "r's" that have the same 
directional impact (positive or negative) or that are not significant (< ±.200). For instance, % 
economically disadvantaged has a negative relationship with each individual outcome indicator as well 
as with the average outcome. 

3. Do the report card characteristics appear to represent all or most of the factors which 
relate to student outcome? 

Exploratory multiple regression was used to examine the association among the 73 independent 
variables and 10 reported measures of student outcomes. Because of the number of outcome 
measures, the analyses were complicated. Table 8 displays the results. 

Nineteen categories were associated with reading outcomes. These 19 items accounted for 
62% of the possible variance, thereby leaving 38 percent of whatever influences reading results 
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Table 8. The percent of variance, using multivariate analysis, the 73 categories had on each of 

the 1 0 outcome indicators. 





Variance 


Outcome 


Categories 


lesi 




& 


Indicator 


(n)of_ 




1. 


62 


Reading 


19 


TAAS 


2. 


59 


All Tests 


18 


TAAS 


3. 


53 


Math 


12 


TAAS 


3. 


42 


Writing 


22 


TAAS 


4. 


42 


ACT mean score 


11 


National/College 


5. 


35 


White 


21 


TAAS 


7. 


34 


Economically Disadvantaged 16 


TAAS 


8. 


29 


SAT mean score 


14 


National/College 


9. 


18 


Hispanic 


11 


TAAS 


10 


16 


African American 


11 


TAAS 


Average 


39 




15 





unidentified. This percentage of explained variance was the highest found in the 10 analyses. 

Eighteen categories were associated with the outcome measure representing all tests. These 1 8 
items accounted for 59% of the possible variance, leaving 41% of the influence on combined test scores 
unidentified. Examination of the percentages of variance for the other eight outcome measures showed 
a range of 1 6% to 53%. 

In none of the analyses do the report card characteristics represent all or most of the factors 
which influence student outcomes. From 38 to 84 percent of the influencing factors for any of the 
outcome measures are JM present in the 73 independent variables reported. The response to the 
research question is clear. 

4. How do school district characteristics currently reported in the Texas report cards relate 
to the reported student achievement, using multivariate analysis ? 

a. Areas and Respective categories with strong , moderate , and no association with the 10 
oufcume indicators. Now applying multivariate analysis (Appendices F-G), areas and the respective 
number of categories for each classification were used to classify the 10 outcome indicators. Five to ten 
relationships were classified as strong , three to four associations were classified as moderate, and two or 
to none were classified as having ng relationship (Appendices F and G [Summary]). As indicated in 
Table 9, 12 categories representing 5 areas had a strong association with the 10 student outcome 
indicators, 23 categories representing 6 areas were classified as having a moderate relationship with 
outcome indicators, and 38 categories representing 7 areas were classified as having no meaningful 
association the the 10 outcome indicators (Appendices F and G). 

When percentages of categories in each area are computed, 31% of the Student categories, 
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A summary of the three levels of relationships (strong, moderate no) between Texas’ 
district report card areas snd student outcome. (See Appendix G). 



Categories (n) Strong Mo^ferate Nq meaningful 

in Area 5-9 rel. oflO 3-4rel.of10 0-2rel.ofl0 

n n % n % n % 



AREA 

Students 


16 


5 


31 


5 


31 


6 


38 

A *7 


Staff 


15 


4 


27 


4 


27 


7 


47 


Teachers 


15 


1 


7 


7 


47 


7 


47 

C A 


Taxes and Rev. 


8 


1 


13 


3 


38 


4 

o 


50 

100 


Fund Balance 


2 


— 


— 




22 

nc 


c. 

fS 


I wV/ 


Expenditure (General) 


9 


1 


11 


2 


6 


Of 

75 


Inst. Expenditure 


8 








do 




Total 


73 


12 


16 


23 


32 


38 


52 



27% of the Staff categories, 7% of the Teachers categories, 13% of the Taxes and Revenues categories, 
and 1 1% of the Expenditure categories have an important association with the 1 0 outcome indicators. 
The analysis shows that 47% of the Teachers categories, 31% of the Students. 27% of the Staff, 38% of 
the Taxes and Revenues, 22% of the Expenditure [General], and 25% of the Instructional Expenditure 
categories have a moderate association with student outcome. Fewer than half of the categories in each 
area had an important or moderate impact on student achievement. 

All of the information in the report card may be valuable to somebody, but a number of 
items/categories and one or more areas probably should be eliminated if the report represents an 
attempt to communicate to most educators and the general public what is important to the performance 
of Texas students. 

b. Categories with a strong association with the 10 student outcome Indicators. In contrast 
to research question #1 . which used univariate analysis (PPM), the multivariate analysis as illustrated in 
Appendix G was used for research question #4. In this analysis, 12 categories had a strong association 
(5 to 10 significant relationships) with the 10 student outcome indicators. They included; 

Category Number of ASSOClatiQPS 

1 % economically disadvantaged (#10) 9 

2 % attendance rate (#1 5) 8 

3 % teacher turnover rate (#50) 8 

4 student teacher ratio (#45) ' 

5 mean teacher salary (#42) 8 

6 % white [students] (#8) 8 
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7 % special education [students] (#11) 5 

8 number of graduates [students] (#17) 5 

9 % minority [Staff] (#43) 5 

10 student staff ratio [Staff] (#44) 5 

1 1 total revenue/pupil [Taxes and Revenues] (#65) 5 

1 2 total operating expenditure per pupil [Expenditure] (#1 2) 5 



The categories with moderate or no relationships are excluded from further discussion because 
they relationships with less than five of the 10 outcome indicators — would a consumer want to justify a 
category on the basis of four or fewer associations? Thus, there are 61 categories that have no 
important association with student outcome. 



c. Outcome Indicators with the most relationships to categories. 



Which outcome indicators have the most and least associations with the categories having 
strong relationships? As indicated in b. above, 12 of the 73 categories had a "strong" association with 
student outcome (see Appendix G). Even within the categories identified as having a strong association 
with student outcomes, the number of associations varied from 9 to 4. The analysis indicated that the 
following outcome indicators had a number of associations with the 1 2 categories. They are: 

Number of assoclatfons 
Outcome Indicator In the "Strong" cluster 

1 TAAS: Reading 9 

2 TAAS: Writing 9 

3 TAAS: White students 9 

4. TAAS: All tests 8 

5. TAAS: Mathematics 8 

6. Economically disadvantaged 8 

7 TAAS: African American students 6 

8. TAAS: Hispanic students 6 

9. SAT 6 

10 ACT 4 



5. How statistically complex are the categories Identified as having a very strong relationship 
to student outcomes? (see Appendix G) 

The four categories with the most consistent association with student outcome were (>7 of 10 
multivariate relationships); 

1 #10: % Economically Disadvantaged [Student Area] 

2 #15: % Attendance Rate [Student Area] 

3 #50: Teacher Turnover Rate [Teacher Area] 

4 #45: Student-Teacher Ratio [Teacher Area] 



The positive and negative relationships ("r") between each of these four categories and the other 
72 categories were examined. When there are many such relationships, the category is considered to 
be statistically "complex" and not discrete . Appendix H shows the numbe' of categories with significantly 
negative and positive associations. These categories identified in Appendix G are summarized below: 




21 



Number of Significant Relationships 
Positive 

1. % Economically Disadvantaged (#10) 28 

2. % Attendance (#15) 15 

3. Teacher Turnover Rate (#50) 18 

4. Student-Teacher Ratio (#45) 38 

Clearly, these category variables are very complex! These numerous relationships may color, to 
some extent, the influence of any single factor on student outcomes. 

6. How does the district's accreditation status relate to student outcome? 

The Snapshot 94' states: 

ACCREDITATION STATUS: The accreditation status of the district as of September 1994. Districts 

are classified as either EX-Exemplary; RE-Recognized; AC- Accredited; or, AW-Accredited Warned. 

Approximately 94 percent of the districts in the state are accredited. See the TEA publication 

Accountsbility MsnuQb The 1994-95 Accountebility Reting Systenfi for Texes Public Schools end 

School Districts for a detailed description of the 1994 accountability criteria and standards. 

Texas has 1046 districts. Six are rated Exemplary (0.5%), 55 are Recognized (5.2%), 982 are 
Accredited (93.9%), and 3 are classified as Accredited Warned (0.3%). Z-scores (standard deviations 
(SD) above or below the mean) were developed for each of the 1 0 outcome indicators and average z- 
scores were developed for each district (see Appendix I). 

a. Accreditation Status The average z-scores for the 6 Exemplary districts ranged from 2.4 to 
2.0, and their rankings ranged from 1044 to 1039, suggesting that Texas appropriately awarded the top 
academic schools an Exemplary rating (Appendix I). (Note; the higher the number ranking, the higher the 
academic achievement). The 3 Accredited Warned districts' average z-scores ranged from -3.3 to -.29, 
and their rankings of 1 , 2, and 5 suggested that these three districts appropriately represented some of 
the lowest academic districts in Texas. 

The average z-score for the Recognized districts ranged from +2.1 to 0.0, and their rankings 
ranged from 1040 to 538 (close to the median). As illustrated in Appendix I (2nd page), the districts that 
ranked from 1040 to 1000 had one or none of the 10 outcome indicators receiving a z-score below 1 .0 
(the boxes In Appendix 1, 2nd page, illustrated items with a z-scores <1.0) and average z-scores 
from 2.1 to 1 .4. The districts ranking between 999 to 900 had about 2 outcome indicators with a z-score 
below 1 .0 and had an average z-score between 1 .4 and .9. The bottom 1 1 Recognized districts ranked 
between 899 and 538, averaged 2 to 3 missing cells per district, and averaged about 5 outcome indicators 
with less than 1.0 z-score. Of these 11 districts, 10 districts had at least one outcome indicator with a 
negative z-score. Whv would Texas award a Reooanized Accreditation Status to school dis tricts vidth 
slightly abovp averane outcomes, and many outco me indicators with negative Z-^CQtSS? 

b. Top vs. Bottom Outcome Districts i he authors identified (i.e., by using z-scores and 
rankings) and examined Texas' top and bottom 20 academic districts. 



Negative 


Total 


23 


51 


43 


58 


27 


45 


24 


62 
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i. Top Academic Districts Of the 20 top academic districts, 5 were classified as Exemplary 
status, 8 were classified as Recognized status, and 7 were classified as Accredited status (see 
Appendix 1). The average z-score for these districts ranged from 2.5 to 1 .7. The TAAS subskills mean z- 
score data analysis showed that these districts averaged 2.2 z-score on All Tests, 1.6 on reading, 1.5 on 
writing, and 2.0 on math. TAAS racial outcome indicators showed that one district reported African 
American, 1 1 reported Hispanic, and 20 reported White outcomes. National tests data showed that 7 
districts reported SAT scores and 8 reported ACT scores. 

ii. Bottom Academic Districts Of the bottom 20 academic districts, 3 were classified as Accredited 
Warned and 17 were classified as Accredited. These district’s average z-scores ranged from -3.3 to -1 .8. 
The TAAS subskills mean z-score data analysis showed that these districts averaged -2.5 z-score on All 
Tests, -2.9 on reading, -3.0 on writing, and -2.5 on math. The TAAS racial outcomes indicators reflected 
that 3 districts reported African American outcome data, 20 districts reported Hispanic, and 14 reported 
White outcome data. Ten of these districts reported SAT data and 1 2 reported ACT data. 

iii. Differences between Top and Bottom Districts There are some academic profile differences 
between the top 20 districts and bottom 20 districts. The top districts have an average median z-score of 

1 .9, and the bottom districts have an average median z-score of -2.2. Ethnically, the bottom districts 
report 300% more African American outcome data, and 55% more Hispanic data and 30% less white 
outcomes data. Regarding national tests, the top districts reported 30% more SAT data than did the 
bottom districts, and the bottom districts reported 33% more ACT data than did the top districts. 



c. Unexpected Observations 



The z-scores, ranks, mean z-scores and total ranks were used to examine three of the 28 
districts reported in Tables 1-6: Paint Creek, Canadian, and Donna (Snapshot '94, pp 154-159). Per 
examination of Appendix J, Paint Creek, Canadian, and Donna districts have z-scores, ranks, and 
percentiles that appear to be incongruent with their accreditation status. These incongruencies are 
summarized below: 



District 

1. Paint Creek 

2. Canadian 

3 Donna 



Assigned Mean 

Accreditation z-score 

Recognized .04 

Accredited 1 .8 

Accredited -1 .8 



Rank 

fl046 Districts^ Percentile 
538 51% 

1031 99% 

22 * 2 % 



* A 1 046 rank represents the top academically rated school district and a 1 ranking represents the 
lowest academically rated district. 



7. After eliminating the overlap between the 73 independent variables and the 10 dependent 
variables, what approximate weights can be assigned to the variables with the greatest 
and smallest association with student outcome? 

The Guttman's Partial Correlation (GPC) statistic was used to examine the association among 
the 73 independent variables (report card categories) and the 10 dependent variables (outcome 
indicators). 
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a. Positive Associations Six of the 73 categories had a consistently positive association with all 
of the 10 outcome indicators (Appendix K, p.1 [see non-shaded catepories]). Categories with a 
consistently positive association included: 

1 % attendance [sfudenf area] (#18) 

2 average professional support staff salary [staff area] (#41) 

3 % special education [staff area] (#56) 

4 % federal [taxes and revenues area] (#68) 

5 % state [taxes and revenues area] (#66) 

6 % local [taxes and revenues area] (#67) 

b. Negative Associations Five of the 73 categories had a consistently negative association with 
all 10 outcome indicators (Appendix K, p.1 [see slMded categories]) : 

1 slate aid per pupil [faxes and revenues area] (#63) 

2 total revenues per pupil [taxes and revenues area] (#65) 

3 % career and technology education [student area] (#1 3) 

4 % dropout [student area] (#1 6) 

5 % central administration [(general) expenditure area] (#73) 

c. important Associations (R^2 [%]>0.5%) The average percent of influence on the 1 0 outcome 
indicators was developed for each of the 73 categories (see Appendix K, 2nd page). Eight of the 73 
categories averaged a <1% impact on student outcome. They were; 



1 % attendance [student area] Iff ^ 5) 5.0% 

2 % economically disadvantage [student area] (#1 0) 1 .8% 

3 teacher turnover rate [feacher area] (#50) 1.5% 

4 total operating expenditure [expenditure area] per pupil (#79) 0.7% 

5 state aid per pupil [taxes and revenues area] (#63) 0.7% 

6 total revenue per pupil [taxes and revenues area] (#65) 0.6% 

7 percent special education [expend/fures area] (#79) 0.5% 

8. % Gifted (#14) 0.5% 



The remaining 68 categories averaged less than 0.5% association with student outcomes. 

d. Maximum Associations The maximum percent of association between each category and the 
1 0 outcome indicators was developed (Table 1 0). Other than % attendance, % economically 
disadvantaged, and teacher turnover rate, the other categories showed less than a 2% association with 
student outcomes. 



VI. CONCLUSIONS 



The findings from the report card analyses reported in the previous pages generate the following 
conclusions. 

A. Most of the categories/items in the Texas Report Card have little or no meaningful 
relationship to student outcomes. 
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Table 10 Texas school district categories with the largest percent of association with an outcome 
indicators 





Category % Max. Association. 


Area 


Outcome Indicator 


1 


15. % Attendance 


9.3% 


Student 


Math (TAAS) 


2 


10. % Econ. Disadvantaged 


3.4% 


Student 


White (TAAS) 


3 


50. Tch. Turnover Rate 


3.0% 


Teache 


White (TAAS) 


4 


63. State Aid/Pupil 


2.1% 


Taxes and Rev. 


SAT 


5 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 


1 .7% 


Expenditures 


Econ. Disad. (TAAS) 


6 


43. % Minority 


1 .6% 


Staf 


SAT 


7 


14. % Gifted 


1 .5% 


Student 


All Tests (TAAS) 


8 


37. % Educ. Aides 


1 .5% 


Staff 


All Tests (TAAS) 


9 


5. 5 yr % change 


1 .4% 


Student 


Af. Am. (TAAS) 


10 


11. % Spec. Ed. 


1 .2% 


Student 


ACT 


11 


45. St. Teacher Ratio 


1.1% 


Staff 


Writing (TAAS) 


12 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 


1.1% 


Inst. Expend. 


Writing (TAAS) 


13 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


1.1% 


Staff 


All Tests (TAAS) 


14 


39. M Cent. Ad. $ 


1.1% 


Staff 


SAT 


15 


46. %Tch. >1 Permit 


1.1% 


Teachers 


Writing (TAAS) 


16 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 


1.1% 


Teachers 


Reading (TAAS) 


17 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


1.0% 


Inst. Expend. 


Writing (TAAS) 


18 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


1 .0% 


Taxes and Rev.s All Tests (TAAS) 


19 


82. % Regular Education 


1 .0% 


Inst. Expend. 


Writing (TAAS) 


20 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 


1 .0% 


Inst. Expend. 


Writing (TAAS) 


21 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


1.0% 


Staff 


Writing (TAAS) 


22 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


1 .0% 


Teachers 


Hispanic (TAAS) 



While the several statistical analyses used in this study to examine the relationships between 
school/school district variables and student performance differed somewhat in their results, it can 
ultimately be said that from 54 to 69 of the 73 categories in the Texas report card have little or no 
relationship to the 10 measures of student outcomes reported. If the report card's purpose is to help 
educators improve performance or enable policymakers to determine what should be funded and fostered 
to bring about educational improvement, a great deal of the contents of the report card should either be 
eliminated or at least segregated under a caption that these items have not shown a statistical correlation 
to student outcomes. Perhaps there are other valid agendas for including all of the information in these 
report cards other than assessing and improving student outcomes. These agendas should be stated. 

B. Of the three factors most influential on student outcomes, two can be addressed In school 
improvement efforts. 

Attendance, percentage of economically disadvantaged students, and teacher turnover rate were 
the three variables most influencing the test scores of Texas students (at least among the 73 categories 
reported). The first and last of these can be improved. Educators and policymakers can start there if 
improvement is truly desired. 
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C. The choice of statistical techniques used to examine complex relationships between 
student outcomes and related factors influences the products of the examinations. 

This is not a new or startling revelation. The investigators have highlighted it in other studies. It 
is worth noting again. A discussion of the benefits and restrictions of various statistical analyses is worth 
continuing. The authors will to pursue it in another paper in which the Texas report card data are used. 

D. The Texas report card, like those in some other states, does not include Information on 
some of the most important factors influencing student performance. 

As reported in response to research question 6, the 73 categories in the Texas report card do not 
include a number of factors that influence the performance of Texas students. The application of several 
different statistical analyses of associations between these 73 variables and 10 different measures of 
student outcomes indicated that 38% to 95 % of the influencing factors for any of the outcome measures 
are not currently identified. These findings are similar to those from previous studies in other states. The 
report cards studied previously did not include the large number of school/school system factors that are 
present in the Texas data. It becomes more and more dear t h at we m ust iQQk fpr Other types Pf fact0 . r ^ 
.^Iir^h as airriniiar instructional, administrative, motivation al/drive, fa mily and school expectations. 
fithics/morals. and organizational variables in s chools tQ discover hpw to Clearly facilitate and impr0 . va 
student academic outcomes. 
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Appendix B 



Discriptive Analysis 





District Report Card Items 


Count: 


# Missing: 


Mean: 


> 

0> 

0 

*0 

ta 


Minimum; 


Maximum: 


Range: 




2. Total Schools 




1046 


0 


6.1 


14.1 


1 


256 


255 




3. # High Schools 




1046 


0 


1.1 


1.9 


0 


32 


32 




4. No. Students 




1046 


0 


3,443 


1 0,569 


3 


200,445 


200,442 




5. 5 yr % change in students 


1046 


0 


8.6 


17.2 


-51.7 


137.8 


189.5 




6. % African American 


m 

o 




1046 


0 


8.1 


12.0 


0 


87 


87 




7. % Hispanic 




1046 


0 


25.4 


26.7 


0 


100 


100 


(0 


8. % White 


< 




1046 


0 


65.8 


26.3 


0 


100 


100 


c 

0) 

*D 

3 


9. % Other 


LX 




1046 


0 


.8 


1.7 


0 


21 


21 


1 0. % Econom. Disadvant. 


1046 


0 


44.7 


18.8 


0 


100 


100 


cn 


11.% Special Edudation 




1046 


0 


13.2 


4.5 


0 


46 


46 




12. % Bilingual 




1046 


0 


5.1 


9.4 


0 


80 


80 




13. % Career/Technology Ed. 


1046 


0 


17.2 


8.3 


0 


75 


75 




14. % Gifted & Talented Ed. 


1046 


0 


7.6 


3.7 


0 


28 


28 




1 5. % Attendance Rate 




1046 


0 


95.7 


0.9 


I 88.4 


99.7 


11.3 




16. % Dropout 




1022 


24 


1.5 


1.4 


0 


10 


10 




17. No. Graduates 




966 


80 


165.7 


428.5 


2 


6773 


6771 




18. All Tests 






1044 


2 


58.0 


12.4 


16.7 


93.2 


76.5 




19. Reading 






1044 


2 


78.8 


9.8 


20 


100 


80 




20. Writing 






1033 


13 


81.5 


9.5 


38.9 


100 


61.1 


E 

o 


21. Mathematics 






1044 


2 


63.1 


12.0 


16.7 


94.1 


77.4 


o 


22. African Am. 


ui 

O 




CO 


593 453! 


34.0 


14.4 


0 


100 


100 


o 


23. Hispanic 




< 


886 160 


44.7 


14.4 


0 


100 


100 


o 


24. White 


< 




K 


1030 


16 


66.2 


10.7 


20 


100 


80 


£ 


25. Other 


(X 






1 270 776 


68.5 


17.0 


16.7 


100 


83.3 


*D 

(0 


28. Econ. Disadvant. 






1034 


12 


46.2 


13.0 


6.7 


92.1 


85.4 


o 

< 


27. % Tested. 






939 107 


62.6 


16.7 


0 


100 


100 




28. % At or Above Criterion 




1 954 


92 


13.0 




0 


69.5 


69.5 




29. SAT mean 




684 362 


867.2 




72.4' 


601 


1131 


530 




30. ACT mean 




834 212 


19.8 


1.6 


14.4 


25.2 


10.8 




31 .Total FTE 




1046 


0 


415.0 


1184.0 


1 


21271 


21270 




32.Total Teacher FTE 




1046 


0 


216.6 


625.3 


1 


11422 


11421 




33. % Cent. Admin. 




1046 


0 


2.0 


1.5 


0 


13 


13 




34. % Camp. Admin. 




1046 


0 


2.9 


1.0 


0 


7 


7 




35. % Prof. Staff 




1046 


0 


4.2 


2.4 


0 


21 


21 




36. % Teachers 




1046 


0 


54.1 


5.7 


33 


87 


54 




37. % Educ. Aids 




1046 


0 


10.2 


5.5 


0 


39 


39 


(0 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 




1046 


0 


26.6 


6.1 


0 


50 


50 


(0 


39. M Cent. Admin. Salary ( 




1044 


2 


$50,976 


$9,278 


0 


$88,959 


$88,959 




40. M Camp Admin. Salary ( $ j 


1044 


2 


$40,977 


$8,566 


0 


$62,441 


$62,441 




41 . M Prof. Sup. Staff Salary ( $ j 


1027 


19 


$29,072 


$9,689 


0 


$49,770 


$49,770 




42. M. Teacher Salary $ 






1045 


1 


$26,851 


$2,299 


$17,822 


$40,000 


$22,178 




43. % Minority 




1046 


0 


18 0 


21.1 


0 


98 


98 




44. Student-Staff Ratio 




1046 


0 


7.3 


1.6 


1.9 


25.5 


23.6 




45. Student-Teacher Ratio 


1046 


0 


13.5 


2.8 


3.5 


44.9 


41.4 


S2 

0) 


46. %Te. 2:1 Permit 




1046 


0 


4.3 


5.7 


0 


49.4 


49.4 


47. % 5 5 yrs exper. 




1046 


0 


33.2 


11.9 


0 


100 


100 


x: 

u 


48. Mean Yrs Exp. 




1046 


0 


11.2 


2.2 


2.4 


17.6 


15.2 


(0 


49. % Adv. Degrees 




1046 


0 


23.8 


11.6 


0 


100 


100 


H- 


50. Teacher Turnover Rate 


1046 


0 


14.6 


8.7 


0 


100 


100 



O 

ERIC 
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Appendix B 



51 . % African American 




1046 


0 


2.8 


6.7 


0 


89 


89 


52. % Hispanic 




1046 


0 


7.4 


17.3 


0 


97 


97 


53. % White 




1046 


0 


89.5 


18.1 


3 


100 


97 


54. % Other 




1046 


0 


.3 


1.0 


0 


20 


20 


55. % Reg. Education 




'1046 


0 


76.9 


8.9 


39 


100 


61 


56. % Spec. Ed. 




1046 


0 


7.9 


4.1 


0 


54 


54 


57. % Compen. Ed. 




1046 


0 


5.7 


4.7 


0 


38 


38 


58. % Bilingual Ed. 




1046 


0 


2.2 


5.0 


0 


44 


44 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 




1046 


0 


4.8 


2.6 


0 


23 


23 


60. % other Ed. (G & T) 




1046 


0 


2.5 


2.4 


0 


19 


19 


61. Tax/pupil 


“TU 


1046 


0 


$233,359 


$399,291 


$0 


$5,948,526 


$5,948,526 


62. Equalized Tax R. 




1046 


0 


1.3 


0.2 


0 


2.0 


2.0 


63. State Aid/Pupil 




1046 


0 


$2,580 


$1,333 


$87 


$8,186 


$8,099 


64. Total Revenue 




1044 


2 


$16,570,000 


$50,120,000 


, $92,347 


$934,750,258 


$934,657,911 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


C 


1044 


2 


$5,667 


$2,650 


1 $1,402 


$51,462 


$50,060 


66. % State 




1043 


3 


48.3 


22.1 


1 


90 


89 


67. % Local & Other 




1043 


3 


44.8 


23.5 


2 


99 


97 


68. % Federal 




1043 


3! 


6.9 


4.2i 


0 


47 


47 


69. Fund Balance 


"HJ 


1046 


0 


$2,591,882 


$5,682,439 


($1,155,214) 


$95,561 ,324 


$96,716,538 


70. % Fund Balance 




1046 


0 


30.8 


19.5 


-16 


157 


173 


71 . Total Expenditures 




1045 


1 


$16,850,000 


$51,600,000 


$82,710 


$992,081,337 


$991,998,627 


72. % Instruction 




1045 


1 


51.7 


5.1 


25 


79 


54 


73. % Central Admin. 




1045 


1 


8.3 


3.4 


3 


49 


46 


74. % Campus Adminisrative 


1045 


1 


4.8 


1.4 


0 


14 


14 


75. % Plant Services 




1045 


1 


9.4 


2.2 


0 


19 


19 


76. % Other Operating 




1045 


1 


15.1 


2.6 


1 


32 


31 


77. % Non-Operating 




1045 


1 


10.7 


6.0 


0 


53 


53 


78. Total Operating Exp. 




1045 


1 


$15,000,000 


$46,620,811 


$81,260 


$904,968,476 


$904,887,216 


79. Total Open Exp/Pupil 


QD 


1045 


1 


$5,059 


$1,809 


$590 


$27,087 


$26,497 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 




1046 


0 


$8,791,258 


$27,490,000 


$36,020 


$522,220,951 


$522,184,931 


81. Total Inst. Exp/Pupil 




1046 


0 


$2,906 


$956 


$368 


$14,787 


$14,419 


82. % Regular Education 




1046 


0 


70.8 


9.5 


; 14 


100 


86 


83. % Special Ed. 




1046 


0 


9.4 


4.5 


; 0 


37 


37 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 




1046 


0 


12.1 


6.8 


J 0 


53 


53 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 




1046 


0 


1.1 


2.2 


! 0 


23 


23 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 




1046 


c 


I 5.2 


2.8 


1 0 


28 


28 


87. % Gifted & Taler^ed 




1046 


c 


I 1.4 


1.4 


^ 0 


12 


12 





Appendix C 



Pearson Product Moment Correlation 



AREA 



Item 



1 


Students 


8.% White 


2 


Students 


15. % Attendance Rate 


3 


Teachers 


53.% White 


4 


!nst Expend. 


82. % Regular Education 


5 


Teachers 


55. % Reg. Education 


6 


Students 


5. 5 yr % change In students 


7 


Staff 


36. % Teachers 


8 


Staff 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


9 


Taxes & Rev. 


67. % Local & Other 


10 


Expenditure 


77. % Non-Operating 


11 


Students 


9. % Other 


12 


Students 


14. % Gifted & Talented Ed. 


13 


Teachers 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


14 


Taxes & Rev. 


61. Tax/pupil 


15 


Staff 


40. M Camp Admin. $ 


16 


Staff 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


17 


Staff 


45. St. Teacher Ftatio 


18 


Students 


11.% Special Edudation 


19 


Staff 


33. % Cent. Admin. 


20 


Staff 


39.MCenl. Ad. $ 


21 


Staff 


42. M. Teachers 


22 


Teachers 


60. % other Ed. (G & T) 


23 


Expen dKu re 


74. % Campus Adminisrative 


24 


Inst. Expend. 


83. % Special Ed. 


25 


Inst. Expend. 


87. % Gifted & Talented 


26 


ExpendKure 


75. % Plant Services 


27 


Teachers 


48. M Yrs Exp. 


28 


Fund Bal. 


70. % Fund Balance 


29 


Teachers 


56. % Spec. Ed. 


30 


Teachers 


54. % Other 


31 


Taxes & Rev. 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


32 


Staff 


41. M Prof. Sup. staffs 


33 


Staff 


35. % Prof. Staff 


34 


Students 


17. No. Graduates 


35 


Taxes & Rev. 


62. Equalized Tax R. 


36 


Expenditure 


72. % Instruction 


37 


Inst. Expend. 


81. T. Inst. Exp/Pupil 


38 


Inst. Expend. 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


39 


Students 


4. No. Students 


40 


Teachers 


50. Te. Turnover Rate 


41 


Taxes & Rev. 


64. Total Revenue 


42 


Staff 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


43 


Students 


3.#HSs 


44 


Fund Bal. 


71 . Total Experrditures 


45 


1 Staff 


37. %Educ.Aids 


46 


i Inst. Expend. 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 


47 


' Expenditure 


78. Total Operating Exp. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 




Appendix C 



AREA 

48|Staff 

49 Teachers 

50 Students 

51 Students 

52 Expenditure 

53 Staff 

54 Taxes & Rev. 

55 Teachers 

56 Inst. Expend. 

57 Expenditure 

58 Taxes & Rev. 

59 Taxes & Rev. 

60 Expenditure 

61 Taxes & Rev. 

62 Teachers 

63 Teachers 

64 Teachers 

65 Students 

66 Teachers 

67 Students 

68 Teachers 

69 Students 

70 Students 

71 Inst. Expend. 

72 Staff 

73 Students 



/^Old = i>.200; 

Light shad es r= ± .200 to +.06), 



and 

Dark Shade = p>.05 ( r<.062) 






Pearson Product Moment Correlation 



2nd Page 
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31. Total FTE 


-.203 


-.260 -.224 


-.124 .103 -.260 




47. % ^ 5 yrs exper. 


-.209 




-.141 .057 -.224 


.281 


13. % Career/Technology Ed. 


-.211 


-.240 -.209 


-.170 -.096 -.240 


.144 


2. Total Sch‘s 


-.211 


-.267 -.227 -.210||H^^^^^ 


-.133 .098 -.267 


, .365 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 


-.216 


-.222 -.216 ■■214^^^M piii |P ^ff^.226 


-.135 -.010 -.226 


.216 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


-.221 


-.222 -.303 ■•215^|^ii -.200^iCi -.199 


-.169 .025 -.303 


.328 


69. Fund Balance 


1 -.254 


-.305 -.270 - 


-.160 .079 -.305 


.384 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 


-.273 


-.271 -.243 -.251 ^255^^ -.300 -.279 "-.248 


-.243 -.130 -.300 


.170 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 


-.282 


-.319 -.262 -.272 -.294 


-.196 .009 -.319 


.328 


73. % Central Admin. 


-.312 


-.336 -.312 -.316^^^^^^ -.215 -.276 -.323 


-.258 -.112 -.336 


.224 


66.% Stale 


-.321 


-.305 -.272 -.311 PiUii r;351 WM -.367 -.358 


-.251 -.046 -.367 


.321 


63. State Aid/Pupil 


-.338 


-.317 -.292 -.330^^||g|-.330^^ -.370 -.394 


-.255 -.048 -.394 


.346 


76. % Other Operatirtg 


-.343 


-.308 -.276 -.338 -.214 -.200 -.256 -.271 -.252 


-.263 -.167 -.343 


.176 


68. % Federal 


-.343 


-.362 -.300 -.339 pi^ -.257 -.367 


-.229 -.064 -.367 


.303 


57. % Compen. Ed. 


-.364 


-.385 -.314 -.365 -.219^^>6^^ -.322 -.212 -.198 


-.277 -.186 -.385 


.199 


46. %Te. Permit 


-.385 


-.385 -.318 -.379 MMji^56 -.278 -.261 -.295 


-.288 -.131 -.385 


.254 


52. % Hispanic 


-.388 


-.411 -.339 -.378 -.336 -.459 


-.255 .125 -.459 


.584 


12. % Bilingual 


-.391 


-.446 -.350 -.376 -.310 -.426 


-.266 .100 - 446 


.546 


58. % Bilingual Ed. 


-.400 


-.457 -.358 -.387 -.202 -.324 -.396 


-.269 .122 -.457 


.579 


6. % African Am. 


-.406 


-.434 -.405 -.416'^24^^P^!M3 -.399 -.304 -.273 


-.318 -.063 -.434 


.371 


51. % African Am. 


-.449 


-.492 -.480 -.455 -.338 -.360 -.425 -.379 


-.369 -.127 --492 


.365 


16. % Dropout 


-.470 


-.479 -.465 -.461 Mf-.324 -.262 -.430 -.277 -.254 


-.362 -.196 -.479 


.283 


7. % Hispanic 


-.492 


-.523 -.422 -.480piB -.290^^ -.259 -.343 -.508 


-.337 .035 -.523 


.558 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 


-.584 


-.635 -.514 -.576[T203 -.313 -.319 -.386 -.427 -.501 


-.446 -.203 -.635 


.432 


43. % Minority 


-.621 


-.671 -.597 -.6160111 -.228 -.208 -.390 -.508 -.633 


-.450 -.025 -.671 


.646 


10. % Econom. Disadvant. 


-.788 


-.813 -.707 -.769fT2TO -.409 -.424 -.504 -.550 -.639 


-.588 -.273 -.813 


.540 



Critical Values of r for rejecting p=0 



Two -tailed test 

n .050 .020 .010 .001 



400 


.098 


.005 


.1281 


iii 


500 


.088 


.104 


.115 


.147 


1000 


nnm 


.074 


.081 


.104 




/^Id = r>.200; \ 

Light shad e=p^.05 to .001 (r=i, 
.200 to +.062), and 
Dark Shade = p>.05 ( r<.062) 



j 



Appendix D 



The categories with largest extreme (Range: i>.300) association with Texas' 10 outcome indicators. (The 
range column was sorted using Appendix C) 



TAAS 



Area 


# & Category 


All Tests ‘ 


Reading 

Writing 

Math 


African Am. * 

Hispanic 

White 


0) 

b 

d 

0 

0 

UJ 


SAT mean 
ACT mean 


Average 

Max. 

Min. 


Range 


Students 


8.% White 


.700 


.746 .638 .695 


696 .309 .200 


.472 


.501 .642 


.500 .746 .096 


.650 


Teachers 


53.% White 


.600 


■645 .576 .595 


-.001 .190 .260 


.345 


.540 .621 


.438 .645 -.001 


.646 


Staff 


43. % Minority 


-.621 


-.671 -.597 -.616 


-.025 -.228 -.208 


-.390 


-.508 -.633 


-.450 -.025 -.671 


.646 


Teachers 


52. % Hispanic 


-.388 


-.411 -.339 -.378 


.125 -.131 -.081 


-.156 


-.336 


-.255 .125 -.459 


.584 


Teachers 


58.%Bilin. Ed. 


-.400 


-.457 -.358 -.387 


.122 -.195 -.089 


-602 


-.324 -.396 


-.269 .122 -.457 


.579 


Students 


7. % Hispanic 


-.492 


-.523 -.422 -.480 


£S& -.290 -.090 


-.259 


-.343 -.508 


-.337 .035 -.523 


.558 


Students 


12.%Bifin. 


-.391 


-/^4§ -.350 -.376 


.100 -.192 -.081 


-.184 


-.310 -.426 


-.266 .100 -.446 


.546 


Students 


10.%Eoon. Dis 


-.788 


-613 -.707 -.769 


-.273 -.409 -.424 


-.504 


-.550 -.639 


-.588 -.273 -.813 


.540 


Teachers 


55.% Reg. Ed. 


.504 


653 .437 .499 


.261 .173 


.371 


.356 .376 


.362 .553 .088 


.465 


Inst. Exp. 


84.%Corrp Ed 


-.584 


-.635 -.514 -.576 


-.203 -.313 -.319 


-.386 


-.427 -.501 


-.446 -.203 -.635 


.432 


T. & Rev. 


69. Fund Bal 


-.254 


-605 -.270 -.254 


679 -.140 .039 


-.150 


-.177 -.165 


-.160 .079 -.305 


.384 


Inst. Exp. 


82.% Reg. Ed. 


.547 


684 .466 .546 


607 .266 .240 


.364 


.388 .451 


.406 .584 .207 


.377 


Students 


15.%Att. Rate 


.656 


.657 .650 .655 


681 .359 .486 


.506 


.429 .402 


.508 .657 281 


.376 


Students 


6. % African Am 


-.406 


-A34 -.405 -.416 


-.247 iOS -.233 


-.399 


-.304 -.273 


-.318 -.063 -.434 


.371 


Students 


2. Total Sch's 


-.211 


-667 -.227 -.210 


-.001 jai .098 


-.168 


-.112 -.102 


-.133 .098 -.267 


.365 


Teachers 


51.% At. Am. 


-.449 


-492 -.480 -.455 


-.186 -.127 -.338 


-.360 


-.425 -.379 


-.369 -.127 -.492 


.365 


Staff 


31 .Total FTE 


-.203 


-660 -.224 -.201 


.040 -.115 Jffl 


-.154 


-.124 -.106 


-.124 .103 -.260 


.363 


Exp. 


78.T.Op. Exp. 


-.193 


-651 -.215 -.192 


.033 -.109 JiB 


-.148 


-.116 -.100 


-.118 .108 -.251 


.359 


Inst. Exp. 


80.T.I!nsl. Exp. 


-.190 


-649 -.213 -.189 


.036 -.106 JJS 


-.145 


-.115 -.099 


-.116 .109 -.249 


.358 


Staff 


36.% Teachers 


.420 


.414 JSQ .410 


.1(14 .255 .248 


.270 


.302 .347 


.323 .460 .104 


.356 


T. & Rev. 


64. Tctal Rev. 


-.178 


-636 -.202 -.177 


.040 -.102 J2D 


-.142 


-.103 -.085 


-.107 .120 -236 


.356 


Fund Bal, 


71. T. Exp. 


-.183 


-.240 -.206 -.181 


.039 -.104 Jlfi 


-.142 


-.108 -.089 


-.110 .116 -.240 


.356 


Staff 


32.TotalT. FTE 


-.178 


-.200 -.V77 


.038 -.103 


-.141 


-.101 -.082 


-.106 .120 -.235 


.355 



5i 

38 




Appendix E 



The categories with largest average association with Texas's 10 outcome indicators. (Materials taken 
from Appendix C data analysis) 











E 


1 

00 


c S 








O) O) 


< o 

c c 


(/) 

b 


CO w 

Q) O 

F E 


Area # & Category 


Xn 

<a 

1- 


.e c ^ 

*2 ^ 

tr 5 S 


CO CO 0) 

o Q. .t=: 

c CO x: 

^ X § 


d 

o 

o 

LU 


I— 1— 

< 9 

CO < 


Students 


10.%Ec. Dis. 


-.788 


-.813 -.707 -.769 


-.273 -.409 -.424 


-.504 


-.550 -.639 


Students 


15.%Att..Rate 


.656 


.657 .650 .655 


.281 .359 .486 


.506 


.429 .402 


Students 


8.% White 


.700 


.746 .638 .695 


.096 .309 .200 


.472 


.501 .642 


Inst. Exp. 


84.% Comp Ed. 


-.584 


-.635 -.514 -.576 


-.203 -.313 -.319 


-.386 


-.427 -.501 


Staff 


43. % Minority 


-.621 


-.671 -.597 -.616 


-.025 -.228 -.208 


-.390 


-.508 -.633 


Teachers 


53.% White 


.600 


.645 .576 .595 


-.001 .190 .269 


.345 


.540 .621 


Inst. Exp. 


82. % Reg. Ed. 


.547 


.584 .466 .546 


.207 .266 .240 


.364 


.388 .451 


Teachers 


51.%Af. Am. 


-.449 


-.492 -.480 -.455 


-.186 -.127 -.338 


-.360 


-.425 -.379 


Teachers 


55.% Reg. Ed. 


.504 


.553 .437 .499 


.088 .261 .173 


.371 


.356 .376 


Students 


16.% Dropout 


-.470 


-.479 -.465 -.461 


-.196 -.324 -262 


-.430 


-.277 -.254 


Students 


5.5yr%ch/st 


.448 


.438 .402 .427 


.421 .210 .280 


.282 


.228 .247 


Students 


7. % Hispanic 


-.492 


-.523 -.422 -.480 


.035 -.290 -.090 


-.259 


-.343 -.508 


Staff 


36.% Teachers 


.420 


.414 .460 .410 


.104 .255 .248 


.27C 


.302 .347 


Students 


6. % African Am. 


-.406 


-.434 -.405 -.416 


-.247 -.063 -.233 


-.399 


-.304 -.273 


Teachers 


46. %Te. >1 Per. 


-.385 


-.385 -.318 -.379 


-.131 -.187 -.256 


-.278 


-.261 -.295 


T. & Rev. 


67.%L.&aher 


.372 


.361 .318 .362 


.106 .067 .334 


.094 


.393 .410 


Staff 


44. St. S.Ratio 


.377 


.370 .364 .368 


.146 .165 .184 


.232 


.245 .357 


Teachers 


57.% Com. Ed. 


-.364 


-.385 -.314 -.365 


-.219 -.206 -.186 


-.322 


-.212 -.198 


Teachers 


58.%Bil.Ed. 


-.400 


-.457 -.358 -.387 


.122 -.195 -.089 


-.202 


-.324 -.396 


Students 


12.% Bilingual 


-.391 


-.446 -.350 -.376 


.100 -.192 -.081 


-.184 


-.310 -.426 


Expend. 


76.% a. Op. 


-.343 


-.308 -.276 -.338 


-.214 -.200 -.256 


-.271 


-.167 -.252 


Expend. 


73.%Cen.Ad. 


-.312 


-.336 -.312 -.316 


-.112 -.146 -.228 


-.215 


-.276 -.323 


Teachers 


52. % Hispanic 


-.388 


-.411 -.339 -.378 


.125 -.131 -.081 


-.156 


-.336 -.459 


T. & Rev. 


63. St. AkdfPupil 


-.338 


-.317 -.292 -.330 


-.064 -.048 -.330 


-.063 


-.370 -.394 


Expend. 


77. % NorvOp. 


.335 


.347 .277 .326 


.269 .144 .205 


.16€ 


.200 .267 


T. & Rev. 


66.% State 


-.321 


-.305 -.272 -.31 1 


-.096 -.046 -.351 


-.084 


-.367 -.358 


Teachers 


59.%C.-T.Ed. 


-.273 


-.271 -.243 -.251 


-.255 -.130 -.300 


-.17£ 


-.279 -.248 


T. & Rev. 


68.% Federal 


-.343 


-.362 -.300 -.339 


-.084 -.100 -.064 


-.073 


-.257 -.367 


Students 


9. % Other 


.259 


.268 .215 .249 


.167 .132 .261 


.22f 


.169 .179 



♦ 

o 

o> 

(S 



-.588 

.508 

.500 

-.446 

-.450 

438 

406 

-.369 

.362 

-.362 

.338 

-.337 

.323 

-.318 

-.288 

.282 

.281 

-.277 

-.269 

-.266 

-.263 

-.258 

-.255 

-.255 

.254 

-.251 

-.243 

-.229 

.213 
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Appendix F 



Exploratory Multiple Regression 

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TASS) 



Count: 


R: 


R^^2: 


Adi. 9*^2: 


RMS Res.: 


Count: 


R: 


R^^2: 


Adj. R^^2: 


RMS Res.: 


954 


77.1% 


59.5% 


58.7% 


7?72l 


1041 


79.4% 


63.0% 


6Z3% 


5 ^ 



Beta 



Source 


DF: Sum S.: 


M. Sq: 


F-tesl: 




REGRESSION 


18 


81869 


4548 


76.3 




RESIDUAL 


935 


55721 


60 


p - .0001 




TOTAL 


953 


137590 








Coefficient Table 












Variable: 


Coef.: 


Std. Err. Std. Coeff 


t-Vaue.: 


Prob.: 


INTERCEPT 


-334.1 










15. % Attenda... 


3.75 


.36 


.27 


10.53 


.000 


8. % White 


.24 


.03 


.52 


8.98 


.000 




















jMt 


Jiiil 




44. St. staff R... 


4.31 


.88 


.49 


4.87 






rUm. 






1* 


mm 


7. % Hispanic 


.12 


.02 


.26 


5.26 


.000 


37. % Educ. Aldi .51 


.11 


.21 


4.53 


.000 


38. % Auxiliar... 


.45 


.11 


.21 


4.24 


.000 


14. % Gifted 


.32 


.08 


.09 


4.25 


.000 




:-'GM 


y>M'- 








42. M. Teacher 


i' .00 


.00 


.14 


%’66 


.boo 






41. M Prot. Su... 
17. No. Gradua. 
56. % Spec. Ed. 
46. %Te. ^1 Pe. 



.005 

.004 

.038 







Source 



REGR iSSION 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 



DF: Sum S.: M. Sq: F-lest 



19 

1021 

1040 



62420 

36668 

99089 



3285 91.5 

36 p - .0001 



Beta Coefficient Table 

Vadable: Coef.: 



Std. Err.; Std. Coeff t-Vaue.: Prob.: 




Writing (A2) 



Count: 


R: 


R''2: 


Ad). R-'2: 


RMS Res.: 


1032 


65.7% 


43.2% 


41 . 9 % 


7^2^ 



Count: 



953 



Math (A3) 



73.4% 



R^‘2: 



53.9% 



Ad|. R^2:|RMS Res. : 
S3.3%| 8.04| 



Ana tyais of Variance Table 



Anal vata of Variance Table 



Source 


DF: Sum S.: M. Sq: F-test: 




Source 


DF: Sum S.: M. Sq: F-test: 


REGRESSION 


23 40454 1 759 33.3 




REGRESSION 


13 71047 5465 84.454 


RESIDUAL 


1008 53228 53 p - .0001 




RESIDUAL 


939 60764.1 65 p - -0001 


TOTAL 


1031 93683 




TOTAL 


952 131811 



Beta 



Coefficient Table 
Variable: 



Coef.: Std. Err. Std. Coeft t-Vaue.: Prob.: 



INTERCEPT 



-134.5 



1 5. % Attendanc 
White 

S flgpiTi i iigiiii 

7. Hispanic 

Siiiiiiii 

11. % SpTC. Ed. 
53. % White 

43. % Minority 



2.91 .29 .27 9.90 .000 

■;i5 .03 .42 ■ 5.02 .000 



.09 



.02 



.26 



4.28 



.000 





m 


.45 








44. St. Stafi R... 


1'.04 


.17 


L|m 


.020 




WM 










59. % Career-... 


.37 




.10 


■ 2.28 


.023 












iWi 


38. %’Auxfli*ar.\r 


?io" 


.05' ‘ ‘ 


‘ ‘.06' ‘ 


‘2.14 ‘ 


“.033 


42. M. Teacher J 

mm^mm 


.00 

mm. 


.00 

■ "rWM 


.07 


2.10 

mm 


.036 


12, % Bilingual 


-,oe 


.(W 


-.08 


1.93 


.054 



Beta Coefficient Table 

Variable: Coef.: 



Std. Err.: Std. Coeft t-Vaue.: Prob.: 



HvTTERCEPT 



.335.1 



15. % Altendan 
8. % White 




21 .07 .10 3.17 .002 

.16 .05 .30 3.01 .003 





iP 






V7."No.'Gradua 


.01 


.00 


.27 


12. % Bilingual 


.10 


.04 


.08 


41. M Prof. Su.. 


.00 


.00 


.06 


65. Total Reve. 


.00 


.00 


-.06 




mm 


iiSM 


mm 


71. Total Bxpe. 


.00 


.00 


~,21 




.053 



Negative assocattk>n. and ttallca 
probabHtty or p^.05 but less than .06. 



> margianal 



Note: Of the study's 74 indeperxfont variables, less than a quarter ol 
ihem had an Important (p^.OS) association with the dependem variable. 
Accumulattvaly, they accounted for about half (54%) of the variarx:e 
between the Independent variables and the dependent varialbo-. whal 
accounts for the rthar SO% ? 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Appendix F 



African Americans <TAAS: AA) 



Count: 


R: 


R*2: 


Adi. R*2: 


RMS Res.: 


592 


42.3% 


17.9% 


16.4% 


13.1841 



Hispanic (TAAS:HI) 



Count: 


R: 


R*2: 


Adj. R*2: 


RMS Res.: 


877 


42.5% 


18.1% 


17.0% 


12.9871 



Ana lysis ot Vaf tance Table 



Source 


DF:SumS.: M. Sq: F-test: 


REGRESSION 

RESIDUAL 

TOTAL 


11 22030 2002.7 11.5 

580 100811 173.8 P-. 0001 

591 122841 



Source! 


OF: 


Sum S.: 


M. Sq: 


F-test ■ 


REGRESSION 


11 


32196.7 


2927.0 


17.4 


RESIDUAL 


865 


145883 


168.7 p 


- .0001 


TOTAL 


876 


178080 







Bets Coefficient Table 





Variable: 


Coef.: 


Std. Err. Std. Coeff 


t'Vaue.: 


Prob.: 




INTERCEPT 


-247.4 










1 




wm^. 


mm 


iiWB* 


mm 


mm 


2 


5. 5 yr % change 




.044 


.191 


4.53 


.000 


3 


15. % Attenda... 


2.676 


.797 


.144 


3.36 


.001 


4 


43. % Minority 


.188 


.058 


.216 


3.21 


.001 


5 


11.% Spec. Ed. 


.435 


.155 


.121 


2.81 


.005 


6 


81. T. Inst. Exp.. 


.004 


.001 


.205 


2.68 


.008 


7 


36. % Teachers 


.369 


.140 


.114 


2.63 


.009 


8 


7. % Hispanic 


.093 


.038 


.146 


2.49 


.013 


9 










iiiiii 




10 


42. M. teacher f 


.001 




.'105 


2.12 


.034 


11 


liiiiiMiii 




iiiil 


^mm 


mm 


wm 






White (TASS: Wh 








Count: 


R: 


R*2: 


Adi. R*2: 


RMS Res.: 






943 


60.0% 


36.0% 


34.6% 


8.391 1 





Be<a Coefficient Table 





Variable: 


Coef.: 


Std. Err.: 


Std. Coeff 


t'Vaue.: Prob.: 




INTERCEPT 


-270.241 








1 


15. % Attenda.. 


2.909 


.602 


.174 


4.84 .000 


2 


8.% White 


.157 


.042 


.287 


3.73 .000 


3 


42. M. Teacher 


.001 


.000 


.144 


3.39 .901 


4 










5 


79. Total C^r. 


.603 


.001 


.320 


3.26 .001 


6 








^mmm 


7 


49. %Adv. De.. 


.131 


.047 


.0^ 


2.79 .005 


8 

9 

10 










11 


43. % Minority 


■?693 


.047 


■■ .140 


1 .98 .048 




Economicallv Disadvantaaed (IASS: ED) 




Count: 


R: 


R*2: 


Adj. R*2: 


RMS Res.: 




943 


59.5% 


35.4% 


34.2% 


8.4151 



Ana lysis of Variance Table 



Analysis of Varlenoe Table 



Source 


OF; Sum S.: 


M. Sq: F-test: 


1 Sou reel 


DF: 


Sum S.: 


M. Sq: F-tesi:l 


REGRESSION 


21 


36500 


1 738.09 24.686 


REGRESSION 


17 


35846.4 


2108.6 29.778 


RESIDUAL 


921 


64847 


70.409 p - .0001 


RESIDUAL 


925 


65500.4 


70.8 p - .0001 


TOTAL 


942 


101347 




TOTAL 


942 


101347 





Beta Coefficient Table 

Variable: Coef.: 



INTERCEPT 
15, % Attenda. 



Std. Err. Std. Coeff t»Vaue.: Prob.: 



-296.3 



3.86 .40 



I iw». /o /nuviiua... 0.00 .HU .32 9.77 .000 

3 43. % Minority .37 .05 .69 6.93 .000 




) 68. ®/o Federal 
i 41. M Prof.Su 



Beta Coefficient Table 

Variable: Coef.: 



Std. Err.: Std. Coeff t-Vaue.: 



Prob.: 



INTERCEPT 



•362.405 




15. % Attenda.. 4.030 

53. % Whit© .436 

43. % Minority .393 





.000 

.000 

.000 



14. % Gifted 
17. No. Gradua 
12. % Bilingual 
44. St. Staff R.. 



.326 

.002 

.156 

1.613 



.082 

.001 

.050 

.561 



.110 

.095 

.123 

.209 



.96 

,17 

,14 

88 



.000 

.002 

.002 

.004 




37. % Educ. Aic 
79. Total Oper. . 
41. M Prof. Su.. 



.069 

.000 

.000 



AO ■■ Oi'7 
15 .032 

09 .037 



68. % Federal 



.180 .093 .070 1.95 



.052 







Appendix F 



ACT Mean 



Count: 


R: 


R^^2; 


Adj. R^2: 


RMS Res.: 


Count: 


R: 


R'^2; 


Adj. R'^2: 


RMS Ros.: 


680 


6?y.0% 


30.3% 


28.8% 


61.^ 


833 


65.2% 


42.6% 


41.8% 


1.20l 



Ana lysts of Vf tanca Tabto 



Sourcol 


OF: Sum S.: 


M. So: 


F-tost: 


REGRESSION 


14 1083279 


77377.1 


20.7 


RESIDUAL 

TOTAL 


665 2481675 
679 3574954 


3746.88 p - .0001 



Beta Cocfficisnt Tabis 
Variable; 



Cog!.: Std. Err. Std. CoefI t-Vaue.: Ptob.; 



HVTERCEPT 



1136.2 




Anal ysis of Variance Tabis 



Source 


DF: 


Sum S.: 


M. So; 


F-tesi; 


REGRESSION 


11 


830.6 


80.1 


55.2 


RESIDUAL 


821 


1190.3 


1.45 p . 


- .0001 


TOTAL 


832 


2070.6 







BsU Costficlant Table 

Variabte: Coet.: 



Sid. Eff.: Std.Coeit t-Vaue.: Prob.; 



INTERCEPT 



*.8.247 



53. % White 




.028 .003 329 8.566 



.000 



i 1 , Vo Spec, Ed .047 
17. No. Gradua ^ ^002 ^000 

4rNorsTuden^^^^^^^ 

13. % Career/. . .077 .029 .097 

65. Total Reve. .106 .042 .088 



.. 

3.584 .000 

3.402 .001 

m^mm 

2.864 .004 



2.649 .008 

2.500 013 
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Appendix G 



Summary 

Exploratory Multiple Regression (See Appendix D) 



Area 



Category 





ra 

c 


CD 

c 

v 


£ 


< 

c 

s 


o 

c 

(Q 

OL 


o 


«D 

o 






s 


s 


•c 


n 


£ 




£ 


d 


< 


O 


< 


cc 


3: 


S 


< 


X 


3: 


UJ 


CO 


< 


1 


12 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 



Strong Relationships to student outcome (5 • 9 significant relationships out of 10 relationships) 



1 


Students 


10. % Econom. Disadvant, 


2 


Students 


1 5. % Attendance Rate 


3 


Teachers 


. 50. Te. Turnover Rate 


4 


Staff 


45. St. Teacher Ratio 1 


5 


Staff 


42, M. Teacher $ 


6 


Students 


8. % White 


7 


Students 


11.% Special Edudation 


8 


Students 


17. No. Graduates 


9 


Staff 


43. % Minority 


10 


Staff 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


11 


Taxes & Rev. 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


12 


Expenditure 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 






Total 


Mods 


>rate Relationshios to student outcome 


13 


Students 


7. % Hispanic 


14 


Students 


14. % Gifted & Talented Ed. 


15 


Staff 


37. % Educ. Aids 


16 


Staff 


41. M Prof. Sup. Staffs 


ir 


Taxes & Rev. 


63. State Aid/Pupit 


18 


Students 


1 2. % Bilingual 


19 


Students 


13. % Career/Technctogy Ed. 


20 


Staff 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


21 


Teachers 


46. %Te. >1 Permit 


22 


Teachers 


53. % White 


23 


Teachers 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 


24 


Expenditure 


78. Total Operating Exp. 


25 


Inst. Expend. 


81. T. Inst. Exp/Pupil 


26 


Students 


16. % Dropout 


27 


Staff 


33. % Cent. Admin. 


28 


Teachers 


47. % ^ 5 yrs exper. 


29 


Teachers 


48. M Yrs Exp. 


30 


Teachers 


51. % African Am. 


31 


Teachers 


56. % Spec. Ed. 


32 


Taxes & Rev. 


64. Total Revenue 


33 


Taxes & Rev. 


68. % Federal 


34 


Expenditure 


72. % Instruction 


35 


Inst. Expend. 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 




(3 - 4 out of 10 relationships^ 



Total 






3 



9 



8 



7 



5 



Number 




Appendix G 



No meaningful Relationship to student outcome (0 to 2 out of 10 retatlonshlP.S) 



36 


Students 


4. No. Students 


37 


Students 


5. 5 yr % change in students 


38 


Students 


6. % African Am. 


39 


Staff 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


40 


Staff 


35. % Prof. Staff 


41 


Staff 


36. % Teachers 


42 


Staff 


39. M Cent Ad. $ 


43 


Teachers 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


44 


Teachers 


52. % Hispanic 


45 


Taxes & Rev. 


61. Tax/pupil 


46 


Expenditure 


73. % Central Admin. 


47 


Expenditure 


75. % Plant Services 


48 


Expenditure 


76. % Other Operating 


49 


Inst. Expend. 


82. % Regular Education 


50 


Inst. Expend. 


. 83. % Special Ed. 


51 


Inst. Expend. 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 


52 


Inst Expend. 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


53 


Inst Expend. 


87. % Gifted & Talented 


54 


Students 


2. Total Sch's 


55 


Students 


3. # HSs 


56 


Students 


9. % Other 


57 


Staff 


31. Total FTE 


58 


Staff 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


59 


Staff 


40. M Camp Admin. $ 


60 


Teachers 


54. % Other 


61 


Teachers 


55. % Reg. Education 


62 


Teachers 


57. % Compen. Ed. 


63 


Teachers 


58. % Bilingual Ed. 


64 


Teachers 


60. % other Ed. (G & T) 


65 


Taxes & Rev. 


62. Equalized Tax R. 


66 


Taxes & Rev. 


66. % State 


67 


Taxes & Rev. 


67. % Local & Other 


68 


1 Fund B 


69. Fund Balance 


69 


1 Fund B. 


70. % Fund Balance 


70 


1 Expenditure 


71. Total Expenditures 


71 


Expenditure 


74. % Campus Adminisrative 


72 


! Expenditure 


77. % Non-Operating 


73 


t Inst Expend. 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 





Total 



Grand Total 20 21 



6 12 2 
24 14 13 13 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



23 18 16 13 10 



= Positive significant (p^.05) relationship to student outcome 
indicator, and Shaded X = Negative significant relationship to a 
student outcome indicator. 



] 
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Appendix H 



1 a A significantly positive associations among Economically Disadvantaged students 

and the 72 other report card categories. 





Variable 


Correlation 


Number 


sign. Probability 


1 


6. % African Am. (Students) 


.125 


1046 


.000 


2 


7. % Hispanic 


.652 


1046 


.000 


3 


12. % Bilingual 


.543 


1046 


.000 


4 


16. % Dropout 


.238 


1022 


.000 


5 


33. % Cent. Admin. 


.083 


1046 


.007 


6 


37. % Educ. Aids 


.345 


1046 


.000 


7 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


.069 


1046 


.026 


8 


43. % Minority 


.603 


1046 


.000 


9 


46. %Te. >1 Permit 


.293 


1046 


.000 


10 


47. % >5 yrs exper. 


.224 


1046 


.000 


11 


50. Teacher Turnover Rate 


.168 


1046 


.000 


12 


51 . % African Am (Staff) 


.136 


1046 


.000 


13 


52. % Hispanic 


.518 


1046 


.000 


14 


57. % Compen. Ed. 


.295 


1046 


.000 


15 


58. % Bilingual Ed. 


.425 


1046 


.000 


18 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 


.071 


1046 


.021 


17 


63. State Aid/Pupil 


.303 


1046 


.000 


18 


66. % State 


.254 


1043 


.000 


19 


68. % Federal 


.612 


1043 


.000 


20 


69. Fund Balance 


.061 


1046 


.048 


21 


70. % Fund Balance 


.062 


1046 


.044 


22 


73. % Central Admin. 


.130 


1045 


.000 


23 


76. % Other 


.176 


1045 


.000 


24 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 


.131 


1045 


.000 


25 


81. T. Inst. Exp/Pupil 


.135 


1046 


.000 


26 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 


.641 


1046 


.000 


27 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 


.314 


1046 


.000 


28 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


.078 


1046 


.011 



1 b Significantly negative associations among Economically Disadvantaged students and 

the other 72 report card categories. 





Variable 


Correlation 


Number 


Sign, Preb, 


1 


8. % White 


-.706 


1046 


.000 


2 


9. % Other 


-.226 


1046 


.000 


3 


14. % Gifted 


-.149 


1046 


.000 


4 


15. % Attendance 


-.198 


1046 


.000 


5 


35. % Prof. Staff 


-.099 


1046 


.001 


6 


36. % Teachers 


-.378 


1046 


.000 


7 


39. M Cent. Ad. $ 


-.189 


1044 


.000 


8 


40. M Camp Admin. $ 


-.090 


1044 


.004 


9 


42. M. Teachers 


-.144 


1045 


.000 


10 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


-.368 


1046 


.000 


11 


45. St. Teacher Ratio 


-.174 


1046 


.000 


12 


48. M Yrs Exp. 


-.115 


1046 


.000 


13 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


-.232 


1046 


.000 


14 


5. 5 yr% change 


-.139 


1046 


.000 


15 


53. % White 


-.547 


1046 


.000 


16 


55. % Reg. Education 


-.369 


1046 


.000 


17 


60. % other Ed. (G & T) 


-.125 


1046 


.000 


18 


61. Tax/pupil 


-.117 


1046 


.000 


19 


67. % Local & Other 


-.351 


1043 


.000 


20 


77. % Non-Operating 


-.164 


1045 


.000 


21 


82. % Regular Education 


-.496 


1046 


.000 


22 


83. % Special Ed. 


-.063 


1046 


.043 


23 


87. 7o Gifted & Talented 


-.175 


1046 


.000 



45 
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2a Significantly positive associations among Attendance Rate and the other 72 report card 





categories. 

Variable 


Correlation 


Number 


Sign. Prob. 


1 


8. % White 


.268 


1046 


■ .000 


2 


11.% Spec. Ed. 


.132 


1046 


.000 


3 


14.% Gifted 


.173 


1046 


.000 


4 


33. %Cent. Admin. 


.287 


1046 


.000 


5 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


.065 


1046 


.036 


6 


36. % Teachers 


.166 


1046 


.000 


7 


53.% White 


.291 


1046 


.000 


8 


55. % Reg. Education 


.312 


1046 


.000 


9 


61 . Tax/pupil 


.170 


1046 


.000 


10 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


.234 


1044 


.000 


11 


67. % Local & Other 


.102 


1043 


.001 


12 


70. % Fund Balance 


.256 


1046 


.000 


13 


73. % Central Admin. 


.246 


1045 


.000 


14 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 


.257 


1045 


.000 


15 


81 . T. Inst. Exp/Pupil 


.242 


1046 


.000 



46 



59 
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2b Significantly negative associations among Attendance Rate and 72 report card 



categories. 





Variable 


Correlation Number 


sign. Prob. 


1 


2.TotaI Sch‘s 


-.290 


1046 


.000 


2 


3. # HSs 


-.279 


1046 


.000 


3 


4. No. Students 


-.276 


1046 


.000 


4 


6. % African Am. 


-.246 


1046 


.000 


5 


7. % Hispanic 


-.148 


1046 


.000 


6 


9. % Other 


-.083 


1046 


.007 


7 


1 0. % Econom. Disadvant. 


-.198 


1046 


.000 


8 


12, % Bilingual 


-.173 


1046 


.000 


9 


1 6, % Dropout 


-.379 


1022 


.000 


10 


17. No. Graduates 


-.282 


966 


.000 


11 


31. Total FTE 


-.290 


1046 


.000 


12 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


-.281 


1046 


.000 


13 


35. % Prof. Staff 


-.325 


1046 


.000 


14 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


-.120 


1046 


.000 


15 


39. M Cent. Ad. $ 


-.197 


1044 


.000 


16 


40. M Camp Admin. $ 


-.230 


1044 


.000 


17 


41. M Prof. Sup. Staff $ 


-.265 


1027 


.000 


18 


42. M. Teacher $ 


-.147 


1045 


.000 


19 


43. % Minority 


-.280 


1046 


.000 


20 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


-.237 


1046 


.000 


21 


45. St. Teacher Ratio 


-.334 


1046 


.000 


22 


46. %Te. >1 Permit 


-.104 


1046 


.001 


23 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


-.083 


1046 


.007 


24 


51.%Af. Am. 


-.304 


1046 


.000 


25 


52. % Hispanic 


-.183 


1046 


.000 


26 


56. % Spec. Ed. 


-.182 


1046 


.000 


27 


57. % Compen. Ed. 


-.113 


1046 


.000 


28 


58. % Bilingual Ed. 


-.205 


1046 


.000 


29 


60. % other Ed. (G&T) 


-.224 


1046 


.000 


30 


62. Equalized Tax R. 


-.252 


1046 


.000 


31 


64. Total Revenue 


-.278 


1044 


.000 


32 


66. % State 


-.075 


1043 


.016 


33 


68. % Federal 


-.182 


1043 


.000 


34 


69. Fund Balance 


-.304 


1046 


.000 


35 


71. Total Expenditures 


-.277 


1045 


.000 


36 


75. % Plant Services 


-.151 


1045 


.000 


37 


76. % Other 


-.145 


1045 


.000 


38 


78. T. Operating Exp. 


-.278 


1045 


.000 


39 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 


-.275 


1046 


.000 


40 


83. % Special Ed. 


-.117 


1046 


.000 


41 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 


-.133 


1046 


.000 


42 


85. % Bilingual Ed. 


-.166 


1046 


.000 


43 


87. % Gifted & Talented 


-.090 


1046 


.004 



47 

00 
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3a Significantly positive associations among Teacher Turnover Rate and 72 report card 



categories. 





Variable 


Correlation 


Number 


Sign. Prob. 


1 


7. % Hispanic 


.067 


1046 


.030 


2 


10. % Econom. Disadvant. 


.168 


1046 


.000 


3 


11.% Spec. Ed. 


.100 


1046 


.001 


4 


12. % Bilingual 


.061 


1046 


.050 


5 


13. % Career/Technology Ed. 


, .067 


1046 


.029 


6 


33. % Cent. Admin. 


.179 


1046 


.000 


7 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


.121 


1046 


.000 


8 


46. %Te. >1 Permit 


.139 


1046 


.000 


9 


47. % > 5 yrs exper. 


.440 


1046 


.000 


10 


63. State Aid/Pupil 


.177 


1046 


.000 


11 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


.068 


1044 


.028 


12 


66. % State 


.108 


1043 


.001 


13 


68. % Federal 


.074 


1043 


.017 


14 


70. % Fund Balance 


.065 


1046 


.036 


15 


73. % Central Admin. 


.170 


1045 


.000 


16 


79. Total Cper. Exp/Pupil 


.088 


1045 


.005 


17 


84. % Compensatory Ed. 


.104 


1046 


.001 


18 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


.085 


1046 


.006 



3b Significantly negative associations among Teacher Turnover Rate and 72 report card 



categories. 





Vgrlgblg 


Correlation 


Number 


Sian. Prob. 


1 


2. Total Sch's 


-.093 


1046 


.003 


2 


3.#HSs 


-.104 


1046 


.001 


3 


4. No. Students 


-.091 


1046 


.003 


4 


8. % White 


-.086 


1046 


.005 


5 


17. No. Graduates 


-.120 


966 


.000 


6 


31 .Total FTE 


-.094 


1046 


.002 


7 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


-.093 


1046 


.003 


8 


35. % Prof. Staff 


-.096 


1046 


.002 


9 


39. M Cent. Ad. $ 


-.118 


1044 


.000 


10 


41 . M Prof. Sup. Staff $ 


-.151 


1027 


.000 


11 


42. M. Teachers 


-.341 


1045 


.000 


12 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


-.193 


1046 


.000 


13 


45. St. Teacher Ratio 


-.180 


1046 


.000 


14 


48. M Yrs Exp. 


-.381 


1046 


.000 


15 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


-.186 


1046 


.000 


16 


56. % Spec. Ed. 


-.074 


1046 


.016 


17 


60. % other Ed. (G & T) 


-.136 


1046 


.000 


18 


64. Total Revenue 


-.090 


1044 


.004 


19 


67. % Local & Other 


-.115 


1043 


.000 


20 


69. Fund Balance 


-.112 


1046 


.000 


21 


71 . Total Expenditures 


-.090 


1045 


.004 


22 


72. % Instruction 


-.131 


1045 


.000 


23 


75. % Plant Services 


-.075 


1045 


.015 


24 


78. T. Operating Exp. 


-.089 


1045 


.004 


25 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 


-.089 


1046 


.004 


26 


82. % Regular Education 


-068 


1046 


.028 


27 


87. % Gifted & Talented 


-.065 


1046 


.035 



48 




b'i 



4a Significantly positive associations among Student-Teacher Ratio (STR) and the other 

72 report card categories. 



1 


Variable 
2.Total Sch's 


Correlation 

.285 


Number 

1046 


Sian. Prob. 

' .000 


2 


3.#HSs 


.274 


1046 


.000 


3 


4. No. Students 


.294 


1046 


.000 


4 


5. 5 yr % change 


.341 


1046 


.000 


5 


6. % African Am. 


.140 


1046 


.000 


6 


9.% Other 


.220 


1046 


.000 


7 


12. % Bilingual 


.101 


1046 


.001 


8 


16. % Dropout 


.259 


1022 


.000 


9 


17. No. Graduates 


.356 


966 


.000 


10 


31 .Total FTE 


.297 


1046 


.000 


11 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


.291 


1046 


.000 


12 


35. % Prof. Staff 


.414 


1046 


.000 


13 


38. % Auxiliary Staff 


.202 


1046 


.000 


14 


39. M Cent. Ad. $ 


.374 


1044 


.000 


15 


40. M Camp Admin. $ 


.369 


1044 


.000 


16 


41 . M Prof. Sup. Staff $ 


.399 


1027 


.000 


17 


42. M. Teachers 


.314 


1045 


.000 


18 


43. % Minority 


.156 


1046 


.OOC' 


19 


44. St. Staff Ratio 


.887 


1046 


.000 


20 


48. M Yrs Exp. 


.095 


1046 


.002 


21 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


.153 


1046 


.000 


22 


51 . % Af. Am. 


.146 


1046 


.000 


23 


52. % Hispanic 


.113 


1046 


.000 


24 


56. % Spec. Ed. 
58. % Bilingual Ed. 


.127 


1046 


.000 


25 


.201 


1046 


.000 


26 


60.% other Ed. (G&T) 


.330 


1046 


.000 


27 


62. Equalized Tax R. 


.135 


1046 


.000 


28 


64. Total Revenue 


.284 


1044 


.000 


29 


66. % State 


.069 


1043 


.026 


30 


69. Fund Balance 


.317 


1046 


.000 


31 


71 . Total Expenditures 


.282 


1045 


.000 


32 


76. % Other 


.173 


1045 


.000 


33 


77. % Non-Operating 


.236 


1045 


.000 


34 


78. T. Operating Exp. 


.277 


1045 


.000 


35 


80. Total Instruction Exp. 


.276 


1046 


.000 


36 


83. % Special Ed. 
85. % Bilingual Ed. 


.140 


1046 


.000 


37 


.184 


1046 


.000 


38 


87. % Gifted & Talented 


.123 


1046 


.000 
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4b Significantly negative associations among Student-Teacher Ratio (STR) and the other 

72 report card categories. 





Vartabte 


Correlation 


Number 


Sign. Prob, 


1 


8. % White 


-.093 


1046 


.003 


2 


10. % Econom. Disadvant. 


-.174 


1046 


.000 


3 


11.% Spec. Ed. 


-.268 


1046 


.000 


4 


13. % Career/Technoiogy Ed. 


-.227 


1046 


.000 


5 


14. % Gifted 


-.149 


1046 


.000 


6 


15. % Attendance 


-.334 


1046 


.000 


7 


33. % Cent. Admin. 


-.507 


1046 


.000 


8 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


-.090 


1046 


.004 


9 


36. % Teachers 


-.242 


1046 


.000 


10 


46. %Te. >1 Permit 


-.139 


1046 


.000 


11 


47. %> 5 yrs exper.. 


-.148 


1046 


.000 


12 


50. Te. Turnover Rate 


-.180 


1046 


.000 


13 


53. % White 


-.165 


1046 


.000 


14 


55. % Reg. Education 


-.166 


1046 


.000 


15 


59. % Career-Tech Ed. 


-.232 


1046 


.000 


16 


61 . Tax/pupii 


-.331 


1046 


.000 


17 


63. State Aid/Pupil 


-.138 


1046 


.000 


18 


65. Total Revenue/Pupil 


-.535 


1044 


.000 


19 


67. % Local & Other 


-.073 


1043 


.019 


20 


70. % Fund Balance 


-.305 


1046 


.000 


21 


73. % Central Admin. 


-.519 


1045 


.000 


22 


79. Total Oper. Exp/Pupil 


-.675 


1045 


.000 


23 


81. T. Inst. Exp/Pupil 


-.659 


1046 


.000 


24 


86. % Career & Tech. Ed. 


-.201 


1046 


.000 
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Appendix I 



Z-Score Outcome Analysis 

Accreitation Status 



Exemplary (EX) 




All Tests 


Reading 


03 

C 

? 


Math 


Af. Am. 


Hisp. 


White 


O 

d 

Ui 


SAT 


ACT 


«» 

03 

e q 

> w 

< S 


1 


•••EX*** 


ALLAMOORE 


115 HUDSPETH 




























2 


•••EX*** 


MUENSTER 


049 COOKE 


2.8 


1.9 


1.4 


2.5 


e 


* 


2.5 


3.5 


.9 


3.4 


2.4 


1042 


3 


•**EX*** 


HIGHLAND PARK 


057 DALLAS 


2.7 


2.0 


1.8 


2.4 


e 


2.9 


2.3 


• 


2.8 


2.7 


2.5 


1043 


4 


•**EX*** 


MEYERSVILLE 


062 DEWITT 


2.7 


1.9 


1.9 


2.5 


e 


1.2 


2.6 


2.4 


• 


• 


2.2 


1041 


5 


•••EX*** 


THREE WAY 


072 ERATH 


2.5 


: 1.6 


* 


2.6 


e 


2.9 


2.3 


3.4 


* 


* 


2.5 


1044 


6 


•••EX*** 


ERA 


049 COOKE 


2.4 


. 1-4 


1.7 


2.4 


e 


1.1 


2.0 


3.4 


e 


• 


2.0 


1039 


Accredited Warned (AW) 


1 


-AW- 


LAKEVIEW 


096 HALL 


-2.9 


-4.5 


-3.7 


-3.7 




-1.7 


• 


“2.1 


• 


• 


-3.1 


2 


2 


-AW- 


MORGAN 


018 BOSQUE 


-3.0 


-3.7 


-4.5 


-3.7 




-2.7 


-3.4 


-2.1 


• 


* 


-3.3 


1 


3 


-AW- 


RAMIREZ CSD 


066 DUVAL 


-3.3 


-3.0 


* 


-3.9 




-1.9 


• 


-2.3 


• 


• 


-2.9 


5 


Tod Academic Districts 


1 


•**EX*** 


THREE WAY 


072 ERATH 


2.5 


1.6 


• 


2.6 




2.9 


2.3 


3.4 


• 


• 


2.5 


1044 


2 


•••EX*** 


HIGHLAND PARK 


057 DALLAS 


2.7 


2.0 


1.8 


2.4 




2.9 


2.3 


• 


2.8 


2.7 


2.5 


1043 


3 


•••EX*** 


MUENSTER 


049 COOKE 


2.8 


1.9 


1.4 


2.5 




* 


2.5 


3.5 


.9 


3.4 


2.4 


1042 


4 


•••EX*** 


MEYERSVILLE 


062 DEWITT 


2.7 


1.9 


1.9 


2.5 




1.2 


2.6 


2.4 


• 


* 


2.2 


1041 


5 


•RE* 


RED LICK 


019 BOWIE 


2.3 


1.7 


1.9 


2.0 




* 


1.9 


2.5 


• 


* 


2.1 


1040 


6 


•**EX*** 


ERA 


049 COOKE 


2.4 


1.4 


1.7 


2.4 




1.1 


2.0 


3.4 


• 


* 


2.0 


1039 


7 


•RE* 


LINDSAY 


049 COOKE 


2.3 


2.0 


1.5 


2.1 




* 


1.8 


1.6 


2.4 


2.5 


2.0 


1038 


8 


AC 


PANTHER CREEK CONS 042 COLEMAN 


2.0 


1.7 


1.9 


1.6 




2.5 


1.6 


2.5; 


• 


* 


2.0 


1037 


9 


AC 


EANES 


22/ TRAVIS 


2.3 


1.9 


.8 


2.3 


1.4 


1.9 


2.0 


2.7 


?.5 


1.9 


2.0 


1036 


10 


AC 


SUNNYVALE 


057 DALLAS 


2.2 


1.7 


1.6 


2.0 




1.2 


1.8 


2.6 


* 


* 




1.9 


1035 


11 


AC 


PAINT ROCK 


048 CONCHO 


2.1 


1.3 


.7 


2.1 




2.0 


2.6 


2.3 


• 


* 




1.9 


1034 


12 


•RE* 


LOVEJOY 


043 COLLIN 


1.9 


1.6 


1.7 


1.7 




• 


1.5 


2.6 


• 


* 




1.8 


1033 


13 


AC 


GROOM 


033 CARSON 


1.9 


1.6 


1.7 


1.6 




• 


1.5 


1.6 


• 


2.6 




1.8 


1032 


14 


AC 


CANADIAN 


106 HEMPHILL 


2.2 


1.4 


1.4 


2.2 




1.9 


1.9 


2.4 


1.9 


.7 




1.8 


1031 


15 


•RE* 


E22ELL 


143 LAVACA 


1.9 


1.2 


1.9 


1.7 




* 


1.3 


2.4 


• 


* 




1.8 


1030 


16 


AC 


DARROU2ETT 


148 LIPSCOMB 


1.8 


.6 


* 


2.2 




• 


1.2 


2.9 


• 


* 




1.7 


1029 


17 


•RE* 


LONDON 


178 NUECES 


2.0 


1.4 


1.2 


1.8 




1.9 


2.1 


1.7 


• 


* 




1.7 


1028 


18 


•RE* 


LONE OAK 


116 HUNT 


1.8 


1.4 


1.1 


1.7 




2.3 


1.3 


3.3 


2.2 


.4 




1.7 


1026 


19 


•RE* 


BELLEVUE 


039 CLAY 


1.9 


1.6 


1.9 


1.9 




• 


1.6 


2.5 


1.5 


.8 




1.7 


1026 


20 


•RE. 


ALLISON 


242 WHEELER 


1.8 


1.5 


1.0 


1.4 




• 


1.3 


3.2 


• 


• 




1.7 


1025 








Count 


20 


20 


18 


20 


1 


11 


20 


19 


7 


8 














Average 


2.2 


1.6 


1.5 


2.0 


1.4 


2.0 


1.9 


2.6 


2.0 


1.9 


2.0 





Bottom Acadeinlc_D[slricts 



1 


-AW- 


MORGAN 


018 BOSQUE 


-3.0 


-3.7 -4.5 -3.7 


• -2.7 -3.4 


-2.1 


• * 


-3.3 


1 


2 


-AW- 


LAKEVIEW 


096 HALL 


-2.9 


-4.5 -3.7 -3.7 


• -1.7 


-2.1 


• 


-3.1 


2 


3 


AC 


UNION 


223 TERRY 


-3.2 


-2.1 -4.3 -3.1 


* -2.2 -4.0 


-2.0 


• 


-3.0 


3 


4 


AC 


MCFADDIN 


235 VICTORIA 


-3.1 


-6.0 • -1.9 


• -1.7 


-2.0 


• 


-2.9 


4 


5 


-AW- 


RAMIREZ CSD 


066 DUVAL 


-3.3 


-3.0 • -3.9 


• -1.9 


-2.3 


• 


-2.9 


5 


6 


AC 


SAN ELIZARIO 


071 EL PASO 


-2.9 


-3.9 -3.0 -2.8 


• -1.6 -1.9 


-1.9 


-3.0 -2.2 


-2.6 


6 


7 


AC 


CALVERT 


198 ROBERTSON 


-2.8 


-2.8 -3.7 -2.8 


-.9 -2.4 -.9 


-2.2 


-3.5 -2.7 


-2.5 


7 


8 


AC 


SANTA MARIA 


031 CAMERON 


-2.2 


-2.2 -3.0 -2.3 


• -1.0 -4.3 


-1.2 


• 


-2.3 


8 


9 


AC 


ROMA 


214 STARR 


-2.5 


-3.4 -3.2 -2.4 


• -1.2 


-1.6 


-1.4 -2.6 


-2.3 


9 


10 


AC 


ASHERTON 


064 DIMMIT 


-2.5 


-2.4 -2.6 -2.7 


• -1.2 


-1.9 


• -2.5 


-2.2 


10 


11 


AC 


BALMORHEA 


195 REEVES 


-2.6 


-3.2 -3.6 -2.3 


• -1.7 .0 


-2.0 


-2.7 -1.7 


-2.2 


11 


12 


AC 


MULLIN 


167 MILLS 


-2.7 


-1.7 -2.3 -2.6 


• -3.1 -3.5 


-1 .5 


-1.7 -.5 


-2.2 


12 


13 


AC 


RUNGE 


128 KARNES 


-2.4 


-2.2 -2.7 -2.5 


• -1.5 -2.3 


-1.6 


-2.0 


-2.1 


13 


14 


AC 


TORNILLO 


071 EL PASO 


-2.1 


-3.2 -4.1 -1.7 


• -1.0 .0 


-.9 


-3 7 


-2.1 


14 


15 


AC 


LA PRYOR 


254 ZAVALA 


-2.3 


-2.5 -2.0 -2.3 


• -1.1 -2.6 


-1.6 


-2.3 -1.9 


-2.1 


15 


16 


AC 


DILLEY 


082 FRIO 


-2.4 


-2.5 -2.4 -2.5 


• -1.6 -1.6 


-2.0 


• -1.2 


-2.0 


16 


17 


AC 


HITCHCOCK 


084 GALVESTON 


-2.4 


-1.6 -1.9 -2.6 


-1.0 -1.1 -2.6 


-1.8 


-2.0 -3.1 


-2.0 


17 


18 


AC 


PROGRESO 


108 HIDALGO 


-2.0 


-2.7 -2.6 -1.8 


• -.8 • 


-1.1 


• -2.6 


-2.0 


18 


19 


AC 


HIDALGO 


108 HIDALGO 


-1.7 


-2.4 -2.2 -1.5 


* -.6 -2.4 


-.8 


• -3.4 


-1.9 


19 


20 


AC 


WILMER-HUTCHINS 


057 DALLAS 


-1.8 


-2.1 -3.0 -1.9 


-.1 .2 -2.2 


-.7 


-3.2 -3.3 


•1 .8 


20 








Count 


20 


20 18 20 


3 20 14 


2S 


10 12 












Average 


- 2.5 


- 2.9 - 3.0 - 2.5 


-.7 - 1.5 - 2.3 


• 1.7 


- 2.6 - 2.3 


- 2.4 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Appendix 1 



1 


•RE* 


DIVIDE 


133 KERR 
























• 


2 


•RE* 


RED LICK 


019 BOWIE 


2.3 


1.7 


1.9 


2.0 


* 


• 


1.9 


2.5 


• 


* 


2.1 


1040 


3 


•RE* 


LINDSAY 


049 COOKE 


2.3 


2.0 


1.5 


2.1 


• 


• 


1.8 


1.6 


2.4 


2.5 


2.0 


1038 


4 


.RE* 


LOVEJOY 


043 COLLIN 


1.9 


1.6 


1.7 


1.7 


• 


• 


1.5 


2.6 


* 


* 


1.8 


1033 


5 


•RE* 


EZZELL 


143 LAVACA 


1.9 


1.2 


1.9 


1.7 


• 


• 


1.3 


2.4 


• 


* 


1.8 


1030 


6 


•RE* 


LONDON 


178 NUECES 


2.0 


1.4 


1.2 


1.8 


• 


1.9 


2.1 


1.7 


• 


* 


1.7 


1028 


7 


•RE* 


BELLEVUE 


039 CLAY 


1.9 


1.6 


1.9 


1.9 




• 


1.6 


2.5 


1.5 


.8 


1.7 


1026 


8 


•RE* 


LONE OAK 


116 HUNT 


1.8 


1.4 


1.1 


1.7 


• 


2.3 


1.3 


3.3 


2.2 


.4 


1.7 


1026 


9 


•RE* 


ALLISON 


242 WHEELER 


1.8 


1.5 


1 0 


1.4 


. 


• 


1.3 


3.2 


• 


1.7 


1025 


10 


•RE* 


WINK-LOVING 


248 WINKLER 


1.8 


1.7 


1.8 


1.6 


• 


1.8 


1.6 


2.0 


•f 


.6 


1.6 


1022 


11 


.RE* 


SIDNEY 


047 COMANCHE 


1.5 


1.0 


1.9 


1.3 


• 


1.8 


1.1 


2.9 




• 


1.6 


1022 


12 


.RE* 


MAYPEARL 


070 ELLIS 


1.9 


1.0 


1.6 


2.0 


. 


2.0 


1.6 


2.6 


.31 


1.6 


1.6 


1021 


13 


.RE. 


DOSS CONS 


086 GILLESPIE 


1.6 


2.2 


• 


1.2 


• 


• 


1.3 


• 




* 


1.6 


1018 


14 


.RE. 


LAKE TRAVIS 


227 TRAVIS 


1.9 


1.5 


1.0 


1.9 


•I 




1.6 


1.6 


1.1 


1.9 


1.5 


1011 


15 


.RE. 


MALTA 


019 BOWIE 


1.5 


1.4 


.8 


1.7 






1.0 


2.6 


■ * 


* 


1.5 


1011 


16 


.RE. 


LA GLORIA 


125 JIM WELLS 


1.3 


.9 


1.9 


.9 


• 


1.7 


2.2 


1-4 


• 


• 


1.5 


1005 


17 


.RE. 


PORT ARANSAS 


178 NUECES 


1.2 


1.5 


1.3 


1.1 


• 


3.1 1 


.6 


i 2.2 


2.2 


-.2 


1.4 


1004 


18 


.RE. 


ALBANY 


209 SHACKELFORD 


2.2 


1.6 


1.6 


2.1 


• 


2.1 


1.9 


2.1 


-.9 


.0 


: 1-4 


1000 


19 


.RE. 


WHITE DEER 


033 CARSON 


2.0 


1.1 


1.3 


2.0 


• 


3.9 


1.5 


2.5 


-1.1 


-.3 


1.4 


1000 


20 


*RE. 


CARROLL 


220 TARRANT 


1.8 


1.7 


1.1 


1.7 


3.2 


1.4 


1.4 


-.5 


: 1.0 


1.1 


1.4 


998 


21 


.RE. 


SIVELLS BEND 


049 COOKE 


1.5 


1.4 


1.9 


1.2 


. 


. 


1.0 


• 


• 


* 


1.4 


998 


22 


.RE. 


MARIETTA 


034 CASS 


1.4 


.91 


• 


1.5 


• 


• 


2.4 


.7 


• 


• 


1.4 


996 


23 


.RE. 


MIDWAY 


161 MCLENNAN 


1.6 


1.4 


1.2 


1.5 


.81 


1.4 


1.3 


1.4 


1.3 


1.9 


1.4 


994 


24 


.RE. 


SILVERTON 


023 BRISCOE 


1.9 


1.6 


1.6 


1.9 




1.1 


2.2 


1.4 


-■'1 


1 -5 


1.3 


990 


25 


.RE. 


JONESBORO 


050 CORYELL 


1.2 


.8 


1.4 


1.1 


. 


•1 


.7 


1.9 


2.0 


1.5 


1.3 


990 


26 


.RE. 


DAWSON 


058 DAWSON 


17 


.9 


1.6 


1.3 


• 


1.6 


1.9 


2.4 


• 


-.8 


1.3 


987 


27 


.RE. 


THROCKMORTON 


224 THROCKMORTON 


1.5 


1.2 




i 1.9 


. 


2.3| 


.9 


1.9 


• 


.2 


1.3 


984 


28 


.RE. 


COMSTOCK 


233 VAL VERDE 


1.2 


.5 


1.1 


1.1 


• 


1.5 


1.5 


2.0 


• 


* 


1.3 


982 


29 


.RE. 


VALLEY VIEW 


049 COOKE 


1.5 


1.0 


1.5 


1.4 


•1 




1.2 


1.4 


1.6 


• 


1.2 


980 


30 


.RE. 


SUNDOWN 


110 HOCKLEY 


1.6 


.8| 


1 


2.0 




1.7 


1.9 


1.8 
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Guttman’s Partial Correlation 
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67;y;Xbcal & Other 


.17% 


32.Total Teacher FTE 
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9.% Other 
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34. % Camp. Admin. 
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31. Total FTE 


.03% 


69. Fund Balance 


.04% 
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.43% 
.37% 
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. 02 % 
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.39% 
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.07%o 


.09% 
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.05% 
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.08% 
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.007® 


.237, 
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.27% 
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.00% 
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.04% 
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.007® 
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.00% 
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.197 
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.03% 


.05% 


.007® 
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.00% 
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.00% 
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.00% 
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.00% 


.177 
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.00% 
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.00% 


.287 
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.00% 
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, .00% 
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.01% 
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.00% 


.157 
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.00% 


? .00% 
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.04% 


.007o 


.227 
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.09% 


.01% 


, .00% 
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.22% 


.03% 


.00% 


.227 


.22% 
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See Appendix E ^Summary: EMR) 
Dark Shades 5 ■ 9 associations, 




§’3V §p^al fe. ' 

60. */• other Ed. (G & T) 
55. % Reg. Education 
57. % Compen. Ed. 



yr'^ dfiange 


.Z^ Vo 
1.47% 
.30% 
.03% 


49. % Adv. Degrees 


.01% 


97.% Gifted & Talented 


.14% 


70. % Fund Balance 


.19% 


39. M Cent. Ad. 6 


.03% 




.19*/o 




.20% 


58. % Bllln{)ual Ed. 


.07% 




.12®/o 

.17% 

.14% 

01% 

~T7% 


32.Total Teacher FTE 


.18% 




.11% 


6l7tax/pupr-"" ' 


.01% 


54. % Other 


.11% 


73. % Central Admin. 


.02% 


62. Equalized Tax R. 


.05% 




.01% 


4b:MCaiSpurAdm 


.07% 




.02% 


5s: %■ Prof: 


.14% 


76. % Other 


.08% 


77. % Non-Operating 


.03% 


74. % Campus Admlnlsrative 


.01% 




.04% 


4:No:^SfudenTs 


.00% 


9. •/• Other 


.02% 


34. % Camp. Admin. 


.00% 


75. % Plant Services 


.02% 


36. % Teachers 


.17% 


31 .Total FTE 


.03% 


69. Fund Balance 


.04% 


2.Total Sch's 


.03% 


80. Total instruction Exp. 


.02% 


6. % African Am. 


.00% 


71. Total Expenditures 


.03% 




03% 
1 .01% 



32.1% 



Guttman*$ Partial Correlation 



1 

£ 



7.56%| 6.42% 


9.29% 


1.14% 


1.57% 


7.60% 


6.72% 


,467o 


.387* 


5.03% 


.387* 


m 

9.297* 


8.91% 




2.28% 


2.10% 


1.32% 


.■i37c 


3.38% 


.01% 


.62%,[ 




1.76% 


.017* 


3.387* 


T37^ 


1.62% 


T.76% 


2.97% 


•807o 


.54% 


3.00% 


1.03% 


.757c 




1.46% 


017* 


3.007* 


“2:95^ 


.84% 




.56% 


.03^' 


.95%, 




1.^ 


■35% 


.037* 


.71% 


.03% 


1.72% 


1.68% 


.90% 


1 .1 1 7« 


.537o 


.01%, 


.097c 


.44% 






.937* 


.70% 


.017, 


2 06% 


“2.05% 


.03% 


.76% 


.94% 


.317c 


.59% 


.827c 


i!oo% 




.147* 


.59% 


.037* 


1.037* 


1.00% 


.93% 


.76%, 


.13%, 


.247o 


.49% 


.00% 


.657o 


,887or 


1.23% 


.54% 


.00% 


1.237* 


1.23% 


.50% 


.077ol 1.48% 


,087o 


.01%! 1.50% 


.08% 


.02% 


.157J 


.54% 


.01% 


1 .55% 


"1.64% 


.41% 


.46% 


.44% 


.l97o 


.71% 


.827o 


.89% 


.087o 


.02% 


.46% 


.027* 


.897* 


.877* 


.78% 


1.07%| .437. 


.90% 


.01% 


.447. 


.027o 


.007c 


.07% 


.44% 


.007* 


1.07% 


1.06% 


.52% 


.o4vb 


.29% 


.00% 


.67% 


.817. 


.85% 


.11% 


.027* 


.41% 


.00% 


.957* 




.27% 


.05%, 


.387o 


.07% 


.26% 


.02% 


.927. 


.907c 


.617* 


.39% 


.027* 


.92^'* 


.90% 


1.06%j .18% 


.147o 


.16%, 


.59% 


.217* 


.367o 


.347* 


.23% 


.36% 


.147* 


1.06% 


.927* 


.49% 


.60% 


.227o 


.23% 


.017c 


.65% 


.187. 


.04%, 


.557* 


.35% 


.017* 


.657* 


.65% 


.59% 


.22%, 


.38% 


.05% 


.347c 


.177c 


.64% 


.217c 


.347* 


.35% 


.057* 


.647* 


.59% 


.22% 




.027o 


.42% 


.397. 


.047o 


.097o 


.1 57c 


.31% 


.02% 


1.137c 


1 11% 


.00% 


.J/To 


.077o 


.177o 


.06% 


.487. 


.03% 




.03%^ 


.29% 


.00% 


1.627* 


1.62% 


.15% 


.51 7o 


.327o 


.09% 


.45%, 


.52% 


.377o 


.02%, 


.017* 


.29% 


.01% 


.527* 


— :sWo 


.06% 


1.02% 


.29% 


.087o 


.40% 


.34% 


.03% 


.22% 


.117* 


.28% 


.03% 


1.02% 


.99% 


.17% 


1.14%' 


.09% 


.15%, 


.007c 


.07% 


.01 7o 


.84%c 


.027* 


.28% 


.00% 


1.14% 


1.14% 


.28% 


!03% 


.16% 


.057o 


.97% 


.027. 


.51% 


.627o 


.027* 


.27% 


.027* 


.97% 


.95% 


.30% 


1.04%| .21%, 


.01%, 


.35% 


.327o 


.01% 


.027c 


.267* 


.27% 


.01% 


1.04% 


"T55% 


.71% 


.07%, 


.1 77o 


.007* 


.45% 


.187. 


.50% 


.277o 


.037* 


.27% 


.007* 


.717* 


7v% 


.16%! 1.03%( .30% 


.02% 


.33% 


.367. 


.027. 


.117o 


.10% 


.26% 


.027* 


1 .037* 


""nrr% 


.d^/o 


.01 Vo 


.4aVw 


.157o 


.027o 


.887o 


.07%, 


.117c 


.297* 


.26% 


.017* 


.88% 




.70% 


.167o 


.387o 


.02% 


.007c 


.837c 


.077o 


.C07o 


.147* 


.25% 


.007* 


.837* 


.82% 


.09% 


.91 7o 


.30% 


.03% 


.28% 


.47% 


.01 7o 


,147o 


.037* 


.25% 


.017* 


.91% 


.90% 


.55% 


,087o 


.077o 


.007c 


.76% 


.067. 


.247c 


,4l7o 


.037* 


.24% 


.007* 


.767* 


.767* 


.60% 


.037o 


.0S7o 


,017c 


.54% 


.08%, 


.367o 


.417c 


.007* 


.23% 


.007* 


.607* 


.59% 


.64% 


.037c 


.087o 


.00%, 


.41%, 


.11%« 


.307c 


377o 


.01 % 


.21% 


.00% 


.647* 


.847* 


.17%! 


1 1.01%1 .04% 


.1 77c 


.01 7c 


.067. 


.01 7o 


,247« 


.037* 


.20% 


.017* 


1.017* 


1.00% 


.08% 


.087o 


.027o 


.04% 


.007c 


197. 


.01 7o 


.02% 


.017* 


.19% 


.007* 


1 .477* 


~TJ7% 


. 1 7®/o 


,237o 


.32% 


.017c 


.007c 


.^1%, 


,047o 


.497c 


.007* 


.19% 


.007* 


.497* 




.16% 


.07% 


.06% 


T35%' 


.03% 


.04% 


,057c 


.047c 


.017* 


.19% 


.017* 


1.36% 


"1-37% 


.16% 


.147o 


.0l7o 


.007c' 


''1.00%1 


.05% 


.007c 


.137c 


.31% 


.18% 


.007* 


1 .007* 




.04% 


.69% 


,227o 


.09% 




.18% 


.02% 


,187c 


.007* 


.17% 


.00% 


.69% 


— 


.28% 


.01% 


.11% 


.00% 


.00%, 


.597. 


.04% 


.27% 


.227* 


.17% 


.007* 


.597* 


.597* 


.12% 


.1 17o 


027c 


.07% 


.05% 


.00% 


.207o 


1.07%) 


.01% 


.17% 


.007* 


1.077* 


1.07% 


.01% 


.38% 


.107c 


.047c 


.05% 


.42% 


.01% 




.01% 


.16% 


.017* 


.427* 


.41% 


.03% 


.50%, 


.09% 


.01% 


.04% 


.30% 


.02% 


.34% 


.037* 


.18% 


.017* 


.507* 


.48% 


.43% 


.02% 


.02% 


.01% 


.477c 


.007* 


.27%, 


.24%, 


.007* 


.15% 


.007* 


.477* 


.477o 


.37% 


.35%, 


.07% 


.297c 


.047c 


.107. 


.02% 


.12% 


.007* 


.15% 


.007* 


.37% 


.37% 


.17% 


.027e 


.32% 


.087o 


.15% 


.00%, 


.47% 


.037c 


.017* 


.14% 


.007* 


.477* 


.477o 


.36% 


.237o 


.07% 


.31%, 


.03% 


.10% 


.05%o 


.047c 


.017* 


.14% 


.017* 


.36% 


.357* 


.04% 


.047o 


.00% 


.02%, 


.017c 


.1 2%. 


.01 7o 


.007c 


.007* 


.13% 


.007* 


1.117* 


1.11% 


.02% 


.44% 


.07% 


.01%, 


.03%, 


.28% 


.01%, 


.27%, 


.027* 


.13% 


.017* 


.447* 


.43% 


.08% 


.17% 


.16%, 


.157c 


.00%, 


.17% 


.03% 


.207o 


.107* 


.12% 


.007* 


.207* 


.20% 


.39% 


.247o 


.05% 


.29%, 


.04% 


.04% 


.05%o 


.007c 


.027* 


.12*4 


.007* 


.397* 


.39% 


.10% 


.027o 


.007c 


.05% 


.55%c 


.09%. 


.19% 


.127c 


.07^i 


.12% 


.00% 


.557* 


.55% 


.41% 


.347o 


.057o 


.11% 


.03% 


.09% 


.05%o 


.007* 


.007* 


.12% 


.007* 


.417* 


.417c 


.01% 


.127o 


.01% 


.02% 


.16% 


.05% 


.097o 


.187* 


.45%, 


.11% 


.017* 


.457* 


.45% 


.27% 


.l87o 


.027c 


.157c 


.00% 


.00% 


.377o 


.017* 


.06%* 


.11% 


.00% 


.377« 


.377* 


.01% 


.01%, 


.13%, 


■ 437c 


■157c 


.11% 


■087o 


.04% 


.11% 


.11% 


.017* 


.43% 


.427* 


.11% 


.037c 


.09% 


.157c 


.357* 


.00% 


,027c 


.107* 


.01% 


.10% 


.007* 


.357* 


.35% 


.03% 


.01 7o 


.01% 


■017c 


.01% 


.03%. 


.01% 


477* 


.32% 


.09% 


.01% 


.477* 


.47% 


02% 


.05% 


.1 57c 


,127c 


■ 137c 


.047. 


.047c 


.117* 


.077* 


.09% 


.027* 


•l57o 


.147* 


.27% 


007o 


.04% 


.01% 


.087. 


.077c 


.027o 


.057* 


.247* 


.08% 


.00% 


.277* 


.27% 


,057o 


.01 7c 


,027o 


.01%, 


.05% 


.027. 


.007o 


.25% 


.357* 


.08% 


.007* 


.357* 


.357* 


.01%) 


.00% 


.007c 


.007c 


.29% 


.027. 


.037o 


00% 


.357* 


.07% 


.007* 


.357* 


.357* 


.07%, 


,037o 


,027o 


,007c 


.01% 


.01% 


.02% 


.527* 


.017* 


.07% 


.00% 


.527* 


.527* 


.01%) 


,077o 


.00% 


.127c 


.00% 


.047. 


.00% 


.327* 


.15% 


.07% 


.007* 


.327* 


.327o 


.05% 


.007o 


.01% 


,017c 


.22% 


.00% 


.04% 


.037* 


.27% 


.07% 


.007* 


.27% 


.277* 


03% 


.15% 


.067c 


.23%, 


.01% 


.00% 


.02% 


.137* 


.017* 


.06% 


.00% 


.23% 


.237* 


.00% 


.107o 


.0l7o 


.00%, 


.05% 


.08% 


.017c 


.06%, 


.27% 


.06% 


.007* 


.277* 


.277* 


.00% 


.09% 


.01% 


.11% 


.00% 


.06% 


,087c 


.05% 


.047* 


.06% 


.007* 


.177* 


.167* 


.19% 


,017c 


.01%, 


.03%, 


.06^; 


.007. 


.12%, 


.11% 


.017* 


.06% 


.007* 


.19% 


.19% 


.00% 


.007o 
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.127* 


.007* 


.06%, 


.01% 


.23% 


.037* 


.05% 


.007* 


.237* 
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.02% 


.01% 
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.05% 
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.19% 
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.08% 


.00% 
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.007* 
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.167o 


.007. 
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.01%) 


.00% 


.00% 


.00%, 


.10% 


.00%, 


.04% 


.017* 


.287* 


.04% 


.00% 


.28% 


.287* 


.00% 


.027c 


.067o 


.117o 


.00% 


.15% 


.00% 


.02% 


.017* 


.04% 


.007* 
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.09%, 
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